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HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES.
Frivay, April 25, 1913.

The House met at 11 o’clock a. m.

The Chaplain, Rev. Henry N. Couden, D. D., offered the fol-
lowing prayer:

O Lord, our God and our Father, ever ready to hear the
prayers of Thy children, we would draw near to Thee with open
hearts that we may receive of Thy spirit sufficient unto the
needs of the hour; that we may control our thoughts and direct
our ways in consonance with our highest conceptions of right
and truth and justice that we may render unto Ceesar the things
that are Cresar’s and unto God the things that are God's, and
r;n fulfill the law and the prophets. In the spirit of the Master.

en.

The Journal of the proceedings of yesterday was read.

The SPEAKER. Without objection, the Journal as read will
stand approved.

Mr. MANN. Mr, Speaker, reserving the right to object, I
notice the Journal shows that yesterday the Speaker accepted
the resignation of Mr. Corrier from the committee to attend the
exercises in regard to the Jefferson memorial and appointed
another Member of the House to succeed him. I do not desire to
be captious in the matter, but I would like to inquire what
authority there is by this House for the appointment of anyone
to attend those exercises?

The SPEAKER. Well, the Chair will state to the gentleman
that that is not the only difficulty about that committee. When
the resolution was passed during the last Congress the Speaker
studied a good while to determine whether he really could
appoint on that committee any Member of the Sixty-second
Congress who was not going to be a Member of the Sixty-third,
and so on; and the Chair really did not know whether he had
any authority to do that or not, but it seemed to the Chair the
only thing to do——

Mr. MANN. The Speaker will remember the resolution which
was passed in the last Congress was a simple House resolution.
I suppose the gentleman who drew it drew it in conformity with
the idea of a Senate resolution, which was somewhat similar——

The SPEAKER. Yes.

Mr. MANN. PForgetting the distinction between the two
bodies, the Senate being a eontinuous body and the House not
being a continuous body. That resolution provided for the ap-
pointment by the Speaker of 12 Members of the House to at-
tend those exercises and the Speaker exercised that power.
When the Congress adjourned that power under the resolution
ceased.

The SPEAKER. Well, did the committee cease?

Mr. MANN. Well, that is another question. The House
since then has passed a bill appropriating money to pay the
expenses of that committee, I do not know whether the Speaker
had taken it into consideration or how many members were
going to resign. I have noticed since the appropriation was
cut down a very large number of distinguished gentlemen not
connected with this House have declined to go. I did not know
how many would decline to go

The SPEAKER. The Chair will state the best of his recollec-
tion about this is that he was notified that Mr. Corrier could not
go and Mr, BorraND wanted to go, or something of the sort, before
this cut was made in the appropriation.

Mr. MANN. Ob, I did not refer to Mr. Corrier in that con-
nection. I said gentlemen not connected with this House.

The SPEAKER. Mr. CorrLier did not want to go on account
of this tariff bill, he being a member of the Ways and Means
Committee. That is his reason. Of course, everybody knows a
ticket from here to St. Louis costs $23, sleeper $5, three or
four meals will run it up to three or four dollars more, Hp to
the porter, and so forth, altogether would increase the actual
expenses of a trip from here to St. Louis to $30 and $30 back;
hotel bill there, and so forth; but that had nothing to do with
Mr. Coruier declining to go, but the reason was because he
wanted to be here, being a member of the Committes on Ways
and Means,

Mr. MANN. I am very sure that Mr. Corrier would not have
-declined to go, even if there had been no appropriation on that
account. I wanted to call attention to it because I think the
House ought to remember when it passes resoiutions of this
sort that one House has no authority beyond its term of office.

The SIPEAKER. The Chair entirely agrees with the gen-
tleman.

Mr. MANN. We understood that when the original resolution
was passed at the last session.

The SPEAKER. But the gentleman was here and permitfed
this appropriation to pass the other day, and, so far as that
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point is concerned, other Members did not raise any sort of
objection to it. Of course that does not preclnde him from
making this statement; and the Chair was in donbt, and is yet,
whether or not that resolution that was passed ip the last Con-
gress was such a resolution as authorized the committee ap-
pointed to do anything beyond that Congress, but acting under
the circumstances the Chair was not going to raise any such
question himself,

Mr. MANN. I certainly do not desire to be understood as in
any way criticizing the Speaker.

The SPEAKER. The Chair understands that.

Mr. MANN. I did not raise the question on the floor the
other day when the appropriation passed, it is true, although I
stated privately that I did not understand how anybody could

| spend the money, because there was not any committee author-

ized to do anything,
The SPEAKER. Without objection, the Journal will stand
approved.
There was no objection,
THE TARIFF,

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. Speaker, I move that the House
resolve itself into the Committee of the Whole House on the
state of the Union for the further consideration of the bill
H. R. 3321,

The motion was agreed to.

Accordingly the House resolved itself into the Committee of
the Whole House on the state of the Union for the further con-
sideration of the bill (H. R. 3321) to reduce tariff duties and
to provide revenue for the Government, and for other purposes,
with Mr, GarrerT of Tennessee in the chair.

Mr. GORDON. Mr, Chairman, I had no intention to partici-
pate in the general debate on this bill; the new Members on
the Democratic side were sent here to act, not to talk.

The 14 distinguished Democrats on the Ways and Means Com-
mittee, who have spent months of time and labor in the prepa-
ration of this measure, are much better prepared to enlighten
the House and the country upon its provisions than other Mem-
bers can possibly be; and while I concur in the judgment of
the distinguished gentleman from Alabama [Mr. UNperwoob]
that the country has a right to expect and demand of the ma-
jority in this House prompt action on its part, I believe that the
comparatively short period of time allotted to the large ma-
jority upon this side of the Chamber might wisely have been
awarded to the Democratic members of the Committee on Ways
and Means,

But, Mr. Chairman, while in attendance at the session of the
House yesterday I propounded certain questions to two dis- -
tinguished Republican Members, who are among the oldest in
peint of service and certainiy among the ablest in ability on
that side of this Chamber; I refer to the two gentlemen from
Michigan, Mr. ForpXey and Mr. HAMILTON.

At the conclusion of his speech I asked the gentleman from
Michigan [Mr. ForpNEY] by what process of reasoning he was
able to conclude—as he had alleged in his remarks—that the
panic of 1803 was caused by the Wilson-Gorman tariff Iaw,
which was not enacted until August of 18047 To this he replied
that the country had been convulsed with the panic of 1893 in
anticipation of the enactment of that law, which was about
one and one-half years subsequent to the commencement of the
panice.

I then inguired of the gentleman from Michigan why it was
that no panic had resulted from the induction into office of a
Democratic administration this year and the introduction of the
Underwood bill, which provided for a lower average of tariff
rates than had the original Wilson bill introduced in December
of 18037 To this the ingenious gentleman from Michigan replied
that the workingmen of this country had saved so much money
under the Republican administration that they refused to per-
mit a panic this year, or words to that effect.

The other gentleman from Michigan [Mr. HamrnroN] read
into his speech some figures prepared by President Taft's Tarift
Board, showing the comparative rates of wages pald in the
cotton and woolen mills of England, Germany, Belgium, and
other European countries, and these figures disclose that the
rates of wage paid cotton and woolen mill employees in Eng-
land are very substantially higher than in any of the countries
on the Continent of Europe, all of which have the protective-
tariff system.

At that point I asked the gentleman from Michigan to explain
why wages were twice as high in free-trade England as they
are in protective countries on the Continent, and why these low-
wage countries which are much nearer England than they are
America do not flood England with cheap goods and capture
her home and foreign markets, and the gentleman from Mich~
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igan admitted that he did not know and could not explain this
apparent repudiatien of Republican eampaign logic by cold facts
collected by a Republican administration. i 2

The remarks of both the distinguished gentlemen from Mich-
igan, the CoNareSsioNALn Recorp announces this morning, are
withheld for revision and * will appear hereafter.”

The truth is, Mr. Chairman, that these are pertinent illus-
trations of the * pro-bunco-publico” argument of Republican
campaign orators which have been dinned into the ears of the
American people during the past 20 years.

A government can no more create prosperity among its people

by increasing taxation than an individual can lift himself by’

his boot straps; the first violates the laws of political economy
and of common sense as much as the latter does the law of
gravitation, and it is high time that the American people, and
especially their National Representatives, got back to bedrock
principles in dealing with the tariff question.

Ine1896 the Republicans ran away from a discussion of the
money question because it was politically expedient to do s0
and easier to raise the vast sums of money used by them in that
campaign by promising to increase fariff rates than by agree-
ing to maintain the gold standard, which required no change in
the existing law. If the Republicans had been free to reduce
some of the exorbitant rates of the Wilson-Gorman law and
then let the tariff alone, the people of this country would have
been saved most of the cruel extortions to which they were
later subjected by the trusts and combinations which were
the legitimate breod of the prohibitory rates imposed by the
tariff law of 1897.

But the men who had contributed the millions of dollars to
carry the election of 1896 demanded their * pound of flesh,” and
were represenied in the United States Senate by the men to
whom the money had been contributed and who wrote into the
bill the rates demanded and the Dingley law was the measure
of their demands, \

The War with Spain and the steady increase in the produc-
tion and supply of gold which injected into the arteries of
trade and commerce a life-giving stimulus akin to fresh pure
blood in the human body resulted in the quickening of trade and
industry to such an extent that the great body of the people
were insensible to the legitimate results bound to follow the
prohibitory rates imposed by the Dingley Act.

Thoughtful people were quick to observe the effect which these
extortionate rates of duties were bound to produce. Sheltered
from competition from all foreign countries, it was as natural
for the domestic manufacturers to form ccmbinations as it i
for the sparks to fly upward. /

In his lasf public utterance made just before his assassina-
tion in 1901, President McKinley, who had approved the Dingley
law, appealed for a modification of its rates in langunage as
enrnest and strong as political consistency would permit. Then
Roosevelt succeeded to the Presidency and McKinley's appeal
went unheeded.

Consummate politician that he was, Roosevelt saw the possi-
bilities for raising campaign funds in the exorbitant tariff
schedules and made good use of them in 1904, as the recent
publication of the campaign expenses in that year prove.

Itoosevelt spoke guardedly at times about revising the tariff
through a tariff commission, but it was obvious that he was
simply reminding the protected interests of their obligations to
him for permitting the scandalous rates of the Dingley law to
remain in force.

He hotly denied that prohibitive tariff rates encouraged the
formation of trusts and combinations, as charged by the Re-
publicans of Towa in their platform, and otherwise behaved in
a way that won him the enduring friendship of the men who
own and control many of the Iargest trusts in this country.

William H. Taft, in announcing his candidacy for the Re-
publican nomination in 1908, declared in favor of a reduction
of tariff rates and admitted that the tariff raised prices; this
was a new Republican departure and caused much politieal
trouble and turmoil later on; just when the foreigner quit pay-
ing the tariff was not disclosed, but Taft admitted that he no
longer did so.

Taft's subsequent nomination and election was followed by
one of the saddest political tragedies in our history ; Taft really
wanted to reduce the tariff, but his party had been mortgaged
to the tariff beneficiaries in exchange for campaizn funds and
was powerless to carry out its pledges to the people, and the
Payne-Aldrich law, revising the tariff up instead of down, was
the resuit.

What followed is recent history. Thiz administration came
into power under a solemn pledge to revise the tariff down-
ward, *unmistakably downward,” and I believe that this
covenant with the American people will be faithfully kept.

L—28

The bill now before the House is unmistakable evidence of
the earnest purpose of the Democratic leaders to keep faith with
the American people, and it will pass this House in due time,
make no mistake about that. :

If influences elsewhere are successful in stuffng this bill with
the odious features so characteristic of Republican legislation
upor the tariff, the responsibility will not be ours unless we
adopt it.

Political death, swift and certain, awaits any Democrat who
now doubts or falters. We were sent here to prepare and pass
a tariff law which will bear the test prescribed by the Demo-
cratic platform adopted at Baltimore; if any Demoerat in whom
the people have reposed trust and confidence now betrays them,
it were better for him that a millstone were tied around his
neck and that he were then cast into the bottomless sea. [Loud
applause on the Democratic side.]

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gentleman
from Pennsylvania [Mr. PALMER].

Mr. PALMER. Mr. Chairman, I do not propose, in the time
which I shall occupy, to discuss the various theories upon which
the different political parties in this country would write tariff
laws. I do not propose to pay any attention to the tariff ques-
tion as an aeademic proposition. It seems to me that the
country during the past four years has had a surfeit of tariff
discussion and that what the people are interested in now more
than anything else is the purpose and the effect in a practieal
way of such tariff legislation as any political party proposes to
the American people. I shall occupy my time, therefore, first,
in submitting some general observations upon the effect and
purposes of this propoesed law, intended, at least, to be of an
entirely practical nature. And then, if time permits, I shall
hope to pay some attention to the details of one of the schedules
of this tariff law which is of greatest interest to the great in-
dustrial State which I in part represent upon this floor.

Before proceeding, however, I want to accept this oppor-
tunity to put into the Recorp, on behalf of his Democratic col-
leagues on the Committee on Ways and Means and on behalf of
his party associates on this floor, a grateful acknowledgement of
the large debt which our party and our country owe to the dis-
tinguished chairman of the Ways and Means Committee. * [Loud
applause on the Democratic side.] His name will go down in
the history of the Republic along with those of bther great legis-
lators of past days, enduringly associated and linked with a
great revenue measure. He will take his place when this law
goes upon the statute books amongst the immortals of this
Republic. [Applause on the Democratic side.] His unfailing
courtesy, not alone to members of this committee and members
of his party in the House, but to Members generally and to
those citizens of the country who have come here to see us be-
cause interested in this legislation; his uniform good judgment
and sound common sense; his consummate tact and his infinite
patience under any and all circumstances, have been the most
powerful factors in making this great bill what it is. [Applause
on the Democratic side.] His party can never pay to him the
debt which it owes, nnless—perhaps I should say until—it re-
wards him with the honor of the only office in the Republic
which is larger in power and responsibility than that which he
now occupies. [Loud applause on the Democratic side.]

Mr. QUIN. We are going to do that.

Mr. PALMER. I have seen suggestions—principally in a
hostile or, at least, critical press—that the name of another,
or the names of others, will necessarily be linked with his in
giving a title to this great tariff bill. There has been coopera-
tion on the part of others in high official place in the prepara.
tion of this bill, and T am glad that that is so; but there is
no man in the Nation, in public station or in private life, who
believes that any other has had sufficient to do with the prepa-
ration of this law to permit his name to be linked with that
of Oscar Uxperwoop as its maker. [Applause on the Demo-
eratie side.]

There ig another thing T want to remark before I begin what
I intended to say. Some reference has been made upon the floor
and elsewhere, principally by these neophytes in legislation who
come here as so-called “ Progressives,” by way of severe criti-
cism of the methods which have been employed in the prepara-
tion of this bill and its submission to the Congress. I think I
can say with entire truth that no tariff bill which has ever been
presented to the House of Representatives has received more
careful study, thought, attention, and consideration at the hands
of its makers than has this bill. We have been studying this
question, yes, we have been writing this bill, constantly for more
than two years in the Committee on Ways and Means. We
began with the opening of the Sixty-second Congress, even be-
fore, and by bringing into the House varions laws amending
various schedules in the bill we were compelled, even had we not
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been willing, to give the deepest and closest attention to the
question as far as those particular schedules were concerned.
Upon the elections in the country going in favor of the Demo-
cratic Party, when it became apparent that it would be our
duty to write a general revision of the tariff laws, the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means began its open sessions.

It listened to manufacturers and others interested, coming
from all parts of the country, for nearly 30 days, sitting from
10 o'clock in the morning, almest daily, far into the night.
Since that time its members have granted informal hearings to
perhaps thonsands more whid have been interested on both sides
of this great queéstion.

There has not been a dey since the opening of the Sixty-
second Congress, more than two years ago, when the experts em-
ployed by the Ways and Means Committee have not been at
work compiling statistics and gathering facts and lending as-
sistance to the members of the committee in the preparation of
the various schedules in the law; and when these hearings,
formal and informal, had been completed the Committee on
Ways and Means, or the majority members of it, in accordance
with the emstom that has obtained in this House during all its
history, went into executive session apart from their brethren
of opposite faith and spent nearly two months and a half in
daily sessions writing the details of this proposed law.

When that work was completed, in striking contrast with the
precedents in this House, the bill was published to the country
and given to our opponents at least three weeks before they
were asked to consider it or vote upon it in committee or in the
House, Four years ago the first knowledge which the minority,
then the Democratic members of the Committee on Ways and
Means, had of the terms of the Payne bill was when it was laid
in front of them in the Committee on Ways and Means and
they were asked to vote upon the proposition of reporting it to
the House. This year the bill was in the hands of the Repub-
licans in this House and in the hands of the people of the coun-
iry for three weeks, and during most of that time the Demo-
eratic membership of this House considered the bill in caucus,
where every Member was given the fullest, the freest, and fair-
est right, not only to discuss every single item in it but to amend
it in every particular in which he desired to submit his propo-
sition to the cancus.

There never has been a time, I repeat, when there was such
eareful, thorough, and painstaking consideration of the terms
of a bill, or such an earnest and honest effort to give every man
a fair and free chance to express his views and impress them
upon the legislation of his country, to participate in which he
was sent here by his people.

There can be no question as to the attitude of the American
people with respect to the present tariff law. The demand for a
substantial reduction in the rates of duty has been long con-
tinued, insistent, and widespread. It began before the enact-
ment of the present law, became louder on account of the failure
of that law to satisfy in any part the claims of its sponsors,
and is to-day so general that it is accepted by all parties as, in
itself, ample justification for an immediate and thorough re-
vision of the tariff rates. No issue in the history of the Republie
was ever more squarely presented to the people, more thoroughly
discussed by the people, nor more definitely settled than this.

The Democratic Party, therefore, approaches the work now in
hand with no misgiving as to the popular call for action and
with no doubt that its action, as indicated by this bill, responds
to the will of the people plainly expressed. We entered into
solemn covenant to do this thing, and we present this bill as
the redemption of our obligation. If enacted into law in sub-
stantially its present form it will meet with the approval of
the Nation and remain upon the statute books for years to
come as the happy solution of a long-vexed guestion if, and only
if, two conditions obtain after its enmactment. It must have
the united support of the political party which is responsible
for it, and it must permit American industry to proceed toward
the capture of a larger share of the world's markets without
causing an embarrassment, resulting from the changed condi-
tions, sufficient to bring distress to any large body of our
people. We who so firmly believe that every tax law should
be written without fear or favor, we who have long and hith-
erto fruitlessly contended that the protective system is built
upon a structure of special privilege for the few at the expense
of the masses of the people must be guite as deeply interested
in the permanency of our work as in the mere doing of it. If
it shall so turn out that the Underwood law shall be so weakly
nourished in the confidence of the people that it fails to survive
the great test of the mext popular election, our wasted effort
will be a small burden for us to carry compared with the in-
creased iniguities that will be heaped upon an unsuspecting
people by the sudden return to the oppressive system of taxa-

tion from which we hope to relieve them by this bill.
on the Democratic side.] .

Théory may write a tariff bill but it will not keep it on the
books. [Applause on the Republican side.] I am glad we all
agree about that. Economic truths may govern in the framing
of a revenue law, but political and business conditions are more
important in sustaining it when framed. [Applause.] We shall
shut our eyes fo the strong possibility of a repudiation of the
time-honored theory upon which the Democratic Party would
write its revenue measures if we do not consider with great
care the political and business conditions of the times and so
write the details of the law based upon that prineiple, and so
present the finished work to the country as will most strongly
appeal to the sound political sense and the good business judg-
ment of a people peculiarly wise in political thought and ex-
ceptionally keen in business acumen.

No tariff bill has ever remained long upon the statute books
which failed to enlist the united support of the party which
was responsible for it. The Wilson law received its death knell
when a Democratic President denounced it in unmeasured
terms. The Payne law never had a chance to live after a large
section of the Republican Party had left upon it the scars which
resulted from efforts to strangle it at its birth. A great people
will never accept the handiwork of men who quarrel over their
creation. [Applause on the Democratic side.]

We have, I hope, learned of history. The opposition of the
Republican remmant upon this floor and elsewhere, like that
of the Progressive embryo [laughter], will be readily discounted.
The people expect it. Opposition of any considerable element
within our own party, unless it be that of special interests,
whose antagonism may be considered a credit to the bill, will
doom the law to an early repeal

Realizing these things, and having no hope or thonght that
the tariff can ever be settled upon its economic truths with-
out resorting to its political phases, I am one of those who
view with eqganimity the so-called invasion of the rights of the
legislative branch of the Government which is involved in the
close cooperation in the preparation of this bill which has ob-
tained between the Executive and both branches of the Con-
gress. [Applause on the Democratic side.]

That cooperation gives promise of the prompt ecompletion of
a well-settled program and foreshadows the hearty support of
this bill by the great leaders of our party in public station and
in private life. I indulge the hope that this unity of party
support, when we shall have finally presented the bill to the
couniry as a finished piece of legislation, will not be marred
even in glight degree by the opposition of those Representatives
whose particular localities have necessarily suffered more than
their duty to the people they immediately represent permits
them to promptly forget. Heretofore the greatest obstacle
which the Democratic Party has met in its desire to be in-
trusted with the peovle’s commission to rewrite the revenue
laws has been the fear—sometimes well grounded in the out-
spoken zeal of men who in the catalogue go for Democrats—
that special interests of special localities might sway a con-
siderable number of our party’'s representatives from the true
Democratic purpose. This fear has been largely dispelled by
the action of our party upon this bill. It ought not now to be
realized in any degree by the failure of Members on this slde
of the Chamber, however few in number, to forget their selfish
local or political interests in the common purpose to execute
the plain mandate of the people to reduce the burden of tariff
taxation for the benefit of all. [Applause on the Democratic
side.]

No man can get all he wants in legislation. This bill is not
as I wonld have written it if I bad alone been intrusted with
its preparation. It is not as any one man would have written
it. No tariff law ever was. But as a whole it is the best tariff
law ever written, and it is the only one in the time of any
Member of this body which has approached the true principle
which should govern the levy of indirect taxes. [Applause on
the Democratic side.]

Every man who calls himself a Democrat and knows why
believes that. 'Therefore, in the interest of the permanent es-
tablishment of that true principle as the fiseal policy of the
Nation, we should and must sink our individual views about
particular items in support of the general proposition, forget
the interests of particular localities in the accomplishment of
the general good, and send this bill to the coun with the
solld, enthusiastic, and united support of the only political
party from which, by reason of the present unusual political
conditions, the country has a right to expect sufficient strength
for some years to come to write its purpose into law. [Applause
on the Democratie side.]

[Applause




1913.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—IIOUSE.

435

No man will gainsay that the Democratic Party is pledged,
both by its platform declarations and by the repeated assur-
ances of its eandidate for President, not alone to fix the tariff
rates with the sole design of producing revenue for the Govern-
ment, but to fix them in such a way as will not injure or destroy
any legitimate industry. No change in any tariff law of any
moment could be made without affecting industry. It would be
a change not worth while if it did not. No change which is con-
siderable enough to yield a benefit anywhere can be made with-
out corresponding temporary impairment of the profits of in-
dustry pending readjustment to suit the new conditions. Every
Dbusiness man knows this. But such temporary impairment is
a very different thing from that injury or destruction of legiti-
mate industry which the people have a right to believe we will
not permit.

1 am not a protectionist in any sense, but I would hate myself
if I thought I had been a factor in writing a law which would
destroy any industry which could show under present-day eco-
nomic conditions a right to exist withont undue taxation of the
people. [Applause on the Democratic side.] However much we
may disapprove of it, we can not fail to realize that in many
lines of industry a partnership has existed, under Republican-
made law, between business and the Government—a partnership
which, so far as business is concerned, was entered into in per-
fect good faith. That partnership has continued through a
long period of time, though at great cost to the people who had
been deceived into permitting its inception, and it would be
nothing short of a breach of faith for the people's representa-
tives now fo break that partnersLip by withdrawing suddenly
and at one time all the capital which the Government con-
tributed to the enferprise. Business has had fair notice that
the terms of the partnership are to be modified, that the amount
which the peoplé will contribute to make the enterprise profit-
able for the working partner is to become rapidly less and less,
and the share which business itself must contribute in the way
of efliciency and economy in production must be steadily more
and more. DBusiness now may take notice that as to such enter-
prises as can not meet the new conditions, by reason of the
neglect, refusal, or inability to employ that efliciency and econ-
omy which will permit industry to stand upon its own feet with
less support from the Government, the people refuse to be longer
taxed to accomplish the survival of the unfit. [Applause on the
Democratic side.] '

I violate no committee secret when I say that the framers of
this bill have kept present-day business conditions constantly in
mind in its preparation. And I state it as my deliberate judg-
ment that when this bill shall become a law and its effects have
had an opportunity to spread through all the branches of
American industry it will not cause any decrease in the aggre-
gate production of industry in the country, and consequently
will not impair the earnings of the labor of hands, which is at
the bottom of all production. It may stop a wheel or drive the
smoke from a chimney here and there. It will undoubtedly
cause {o some extent a readjustment of the uses of capital and
a decrease of investment in industries where we do not excel,
but that readjustment of capital will result in increased pro-
duction by reason of larger investment in those lines of business
cinﬁe:]wor where we do excel. [Applause on the Democratic
side.

If the aggregate production remains the same, the demand
for labor will continue the same; and if the demand for labor
continues the same, the price of labor will not go down. Men
get the best resulis from that line of endeavor which suits them
best. Capital makes its best return out of that which it can
produce the cheapest. When men who have capital to invest
realize this, then the men who have labor to sell will give to
their employers a larger return for their wage in their labor’s
production and will command a larger share in the product.

The increase of importations under the proposed law, by rea-
son of the reduction in the rates, will constitute but a small
percentage of the total production of the articles covered by the
schedules of this law, and such inereased importations, while
resulting in increased competition and consequent reduction of
prices to the people, will not result in a decrease of the aggre-
gate production nor in a loss of reasomable profit fo the pro-
ducer. And this by reason of the operation of a well-known law
of trade. Every dollar of imports must be paid for, and it is a
truism with reference to the world’s trade that this payment
takes place not in money but, in the last analysis, in the product
of the country for the export trade. Increased imports mean
increased exports, and this enlargement of trade is bound to re-
sult in our people buying that which can be made cheaper
abroad than here, while we sell abroad that which can be made
cheaper here than there.

And it is only in exceptional cases that a reinvestment of
capital or a readjustinent of labor will have to be made, and
i, most of these it will be a gradual change. In the vast ma-
jority of the highly protected industries where our rates have
been writien at a fizure slightly below the difference in the
cost of produetion at home and abroad they will result in only
a moderate inecrease of importations. These imports will be
kept down to the point of safety to American industry by redue-
tion in the price of the manufactured articles for the benefit of
the home consumer—a reduction which will come from the
profits, in too many cases grossly exorbitant, of the Amerlean
manufacturer. [Applause on the Democratic side.]

I have no fear that the American wage earner will suffer
unless the American manufacturer shall feel that widespread
distress on the part of labor is not too high a price to pay to
compel a return to the old protective system [applause on the
Demecratic side] and deliberately close his mills and throw his
labor out of employment in order to frighten the people of the
country .into a repudiation of this new policy. I have more
respect for the patriotism of the American manufacturer than to
believe that he will do this in any general way, -nd too much
confidence in his courage and ability to expect him to feel the
necessity of resort to such methods.

Under every law of business labor will be not the first, but the
last, to feel the effect of the decreased price of the product to
meet increased competition. And it is almost inconceivable that
American business men will attempt to reverse the general rules
of division of earnings for political offect. A reduction in the
selling price of the product of any plant which makes the profit
and loss account of the producer at the end of the year show a
less favorable figure is charged up to the returns received by
fhose who contribute to the product in the inverse order of the
lien of their contribution. The original capital is always -
reached last in the distribution of profits.

Interest on-that portion of the invested capital which is car-
ried as funded debt is necessarily taken care of first, The abso-
Intely first mortgage upon the business is the capitalized cost of
labor, and the first charge to be met is the wages of that labor.
Out of gross income, arrived at by deducting the costs of mate-
rials from the results of sales, must first be distributed wages;
next, interest and depreciation of plant; and third, returns to
the contributors to the capital fund. These last returns in man-
ufacturing enterprises in this country have on the whole been
s0 generous as to challenge the wonder of the world, and I am
firm in the belief that the result of increased competition, flow-
ing from a reduection of the tariff barrier, when charged agninst
these returns of capital, will in but few cases reduce them
below such a figure as money in other branches of business
activity is wont to earn. And as long as capital receives a suffi-
cient return to justify its employment production will go on,
and all charges, prior in lien, to the returns on capital -will
be met.

Most American manufacturers, while publiely protesting that
drastic cuts in the tariff rates will ruin their business, in private
admit that under rates largely reduced thay can survive with-
out decreased production, though with less profits, if market con-
ditions in all producing countries should remain normal. The
great industrial bugbear seems to be the fear of cverproduction
in foreign eountries, followed by flooding this market at prices
which neither producer, home or foreign, could afford to make
general. Many large operators in the textile trades and nearly
all in the iron and steel industry—that unerring barometer of
American business conditions—admit no fear of the foreigner's
normal output, but profess to see destruction in the marketing
of his surplus stock. It is a perfectly justifiable fear and on
well calculated to give pause to radical tariff reduction t
brings us face to face with the most perplexing problem which
we must meet in our effort to lower tariff taxation without in-
jury or destruction to legitimate -American industry. It is a
problem which no body of tariff makers in the history of the
country ever had to grapple with before—the problem growing
out of the difference in the attitude of our country and that as-
sumed by other producing nations toward trusts and combina-
tions and its necessary corollary, the world-wide trust.- In this
country the tendency of public opinion, voiced in legislative en-
actment and executive action, is against these great combina-
tions. Not only is their formation discouraged and anything
which smacks of suppression of competition frowned upon, but
such as have been formed in vielation of law are being disin-
tegrated and old competitive conditions, wherever possible, re-
stored. In foreign producing countries the tendency is in the

-~

opposite direction. Not only are combinations of capital with
resultant economies in production and suppression of competi- -
tion permitted, but they are actually encouraged, fostered, and
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participated in by the Governments themselves. What a cau-
tious, law-abiding business man would do here at the risk of his
fortune or his personal liberty brings a medal of honor from his
Government to the great manufacturer abroad. In Germany
there is at least one case of the Government itself, in effect,
operating a great manufacturing establishment under a deed of
trust of a former owner for the benefit of the employees, the
factor of owners' profits being largely eliminated when the
product enters the markets. More, subsidies and freight tariff
rebates are the common practice to encourage foreign trade, and
established Government agencies in nearly every market sell
th: manufacturer’s product with little cost to him until his
trade is finally rooted. These systems make the dumping of
foreign surplus product in the American market a part of the
regular business of the producer in those countries, and con-
sequently compel the American manufacturer to meet competi-
tion under abnormal conditions under tariff rates levied with
due regard for conditions that are normal.

To meat this situation we have done two things. In the case
of world-wide trust, having their own plants everywhere and
now permitting no imports into this country, we have placed
their products on the free list. The American producer being
a part of the world trust and helping to exploit this market by
suppression of competition, it is believed that absolute free trade
may encourage venturesome capital in foreign countries to op-
pose the un-American system now largely in vogue abroad, and
thus enter our markets to the advantage of our home consumer.

Where the American branch of such world-wide trusts—as
in the case of the Aluminum Co. of America—is unable, though
having a perfect monopoly, to supply the home market and im-
ports from its associates abroad yield large revenues to the
Government, we have retained some duty upon the product for
revenue purposes, but placed their trust-controlled raw material
upon the free list, to encourage imports of the raw material for
consumption here by such capital as will see the opportunity to
get a part of this market by building plants to compete with the
American branch of the trust. By such means no Democratie
prineciple is violated. Trust-controlled products go upon the free

list, except where no object would be gained except loss of reve-

nue, opportunity is given for freer competition both at home
and with foreign producers, and the evils to the consumer
which flow from combination in restraint of trade, both domestic
and international, are minimized so far as may be by a tariff
law.

To meet the just complaint of the American manufacturer
that he ean not know what competition he must meet as long
as the foreigner can sell here below his home market price and
sometimes even below his cost of production, we have inserted
in this bill what is known as the dumping clanse, which pro-
vides:

That whenever articles are exported to the United States of a class
or kind made or produced in the United States, if the export or actual
gelling price to an importer in the United States or the price at which
such goods are consigned is less than the fair market value of the same
article when sold for home consumptlion in the usual and ordinary
course in the country whence exported to the United States at the time
of its exportation to the Uni States there shall, in addition to the
duties otherwise established, be le collected, and pald on such
article on its importation into the United States a special duty (or
dumping duty) equal to the difference between the said export or
actual gelling price of the article for export or the price at which such
goods are consigned, and the sald fair market value thereof for home
consumption, provided that the said special duty shall not exceed 15
per cent ad valorem in any case and that goods whereon the duties
otherwise established are equal to 5O per cent ad valorem shall be ex-
empt from such special duty.

Mr. WALLIN. Will the gentleman allow me to ask him a
question?

Mr. PALMER. Certainly.

Mr. WALLIN. How will you prevent the manufacturer on
tle other side giving a special discount on goods shipped over
here?

AMr. PALMER. That would be a violation of this dumping
clause, because it would be importing their goods into this
country at a less price than the fair home market price.

Mr. WALLIN. Their invoices would show the fair market
price, but they could easily have an understanding, and have a
subsequent discount to go back, that would get the goods in
here at the underprice just the same.

Mr. PALMER. That is simply assuming that this law is not
going to be enforced. Every American manufacturer who com-
plains of the dumping of foreign manufactures will tell you
that he complains because he knows that his foreign competitor
does this thing. If the American manufacturer knows it, his
knowledge will be at the command of the administrative officers
of the Government for his own interest, and there will be no
difficulty in establishing the faet that the foreign manufacturer
is dumping his product into this market at a price below his

- own cost of production.

Mr. WALLIN. That will be very hard to prove.

Mr, PALMER. We have provided ecarefully for the execution
of this feature of the law by giving the officers of the Govern-
ment the power to inspect the books of the foreign manufac-
turer, and if he is unwilling to yield to that request, then his
goods can not come into this market.

Mr. COOPER. I understood the gentleman to say, in reply
to the question of the gentleman at my right [Mr. WALnin],
that the American manufacturer would know whether goods
were being dumped here in competition with his products, and
that he would protest. The gentleman from Pennsylvania is
making a straight protective argument. He is trying to protect
the American manufacturer against unfair competition, accord-
ing to his own statement. Is not that true? And that is un-
constitutional, according to your party platform. [Applause
on the Republican side.]

Mr. PALMER. I anticipated that some thoughiless person
on the other side [laughter on the Democratic gide] would ask
some such question, and I will answer it by proceeding with
the statement that under a high protective tariff such a clause
would be further protection. Under a real competitive tariff
it is simple justice. The Republican protective tariff works its
purpose with truest fidelity to the real spirit of the principle
when its rates are prohibitive. Prohibition of imports is the
real thing in protection. It is what the manufacturer craves
and what he has long secured in most cases, thanks to the
willingness of the Republican Party to further enrich him at
the expense of the people. 3

The chief relief which the consumer has been able to get in
the past from thd exactions of these high rates, normally pro-
hibitive, has come from the willingness of foreign producers -to
dump their surplus here when conditions of trade abroad are
abnormal at such low prices as permitted some competition
here even after paying excessive customs duties. With the
rates laid, however, as in this bill, on a competitive basis,
permitting real and substantial foreign competition even under
usual trade conditions, the American manufacturer has a right
to expect that we shall keep steady the relative conditions
which prevail when the law is written and under which they
can continue to produce, though to somewhat less extent in
some lines and with less profit in nearly all. That is the design
of the dumping clause, and it will close the mouth of the
American manufacturer against criticism of the law, while
otherwise he would find a sympathetic audience in a people
determined upon fair play,

Mr. COOPER. Will the gentleman from Pennsylvania yield?

Mr. PALMER. I will yield to the gentleman.

Mr. COOPER. If the foreign manufacturer or producer,
agricultural or otherwise, sends his surplus product over here
at a very low price, will that be in the interest of the consumer
here?

Mr. PALMER. Undoubtedly it would.be largely——

Mr. COOPER. Is not the whole talk of the Democratic
Party that the American consumer is their special considera-
tion?

Mr. PALMER. Oh, but we want to be fair——

Mr. COOPER. Are you protecting the American manufac-
turer?

Mr. PALMER. We want to be fair to the American consumer
and fair to the American manufacturer. [Applause on the
Democratic side.] With a prohibitive rate the consumer has
no chance except when the foreigner dumps his surplus here.
With a eompetitive rate we give the consnmer his chance and
his consideration; and in order to be fair to the American
manufacturer, after having given the consumer his chance, we
say we will hold conditions where they are when we give the
consumer this chance. [Applause on the Democratic side.]

Mr. MARTIN of South Dakota. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. PALMER. I will yield to the gentleman.

Mr. MARTIN of South Dakota. Has the gentleman from
Pennsylvania, or anyone on behalf of the commiitee, made an
approximate estimate as to what would probably be the in-
creased imports under the new measure if enacted into law?

Mr. PALMER. I have not seen any estimate of that kind.

Mr. MARTIN of South Dakota. Has the genfleman from

‘Pennsylvania any idea what the increased importations may

reasonably be expected to be under these rates?

My, PALMER. I have seen no estimate. It is a difficult thing
to estimate.

Mr. MARTIN of South Dakota. Does not the gentleman think
it is an essential question in a tariff measure which may revo-
lutionize or materially change the economic conditions of the
country?

Mr. PALMER. They could not be large because they are
limited to 15 per cent ad valorem.
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Mr. MARTIN of Sonth Dakota. I notice the language used
by the gentleman from Alabama [Mr. Uxperwoob] is that they
expect material increases in importations, but no figures are

ivel.
¥ Mr. MANN. Will the gentleman from Pennsylvania yield?

Alr. PALMER. Not to ask me about fizures, because I am
not discussing estimates, for I do not have them now at hand.

Mr. MANN. The gentleman from South Dakota [Mr. MARTIN]
and the gentleman from Pennsylvania are talking at cross pur-
poses. I think the gentleman from South Dakota did npt ask
for figures or estimates under the dumping clause, but estimates
under the bill generally.

Mr. PALMER. I understood the gentleman from South
Dakota to be talking about the dumping clause.

Mr, MANN. The gentleman must-have made some estimates
under the bill generally, because there is an estimate of customs
receipts.

Mr. PALMER. My recollection is that they amount to two
hundred and eighty-six millions. The report will show that

Mr. MARTIN of South Dakota. The report does not show the
estimates as to what will come in under the increase of the free
list. If gives an opinion as to what the importations will be
made under tariff duties, but no estimate as to what may be

expected as an inerease in importations all along the line under

the bill, ¢

Mr. PALMER. I think if the gentleman will take the trouble
to read the report, and I prefer that he should do that rather
than to rely upon the memory of any man, he will find that the
report goes fully into a comparative estimate of the importations
and of duties under this law and the present law.

Mr. CULLOP. Will the gentleman from Pennsylvania permit
an interruption?

Mr. PALMER. Yes.

Mr. CULLOP. Will not the greater benefit resulting from the
enactment of competitive rates be in the regulating of the sale
of home products and thus preventing monopoly in regard to
manipulation of prices of home production?

Mr. PALMER. Undoubtedly. I have tried to show that. It
is our contention, and I think it is absolutely demonstrable,
that the increased imports which will come through the custom-
house by reason of decreased duties will result in sufficient com-
petition with the American manufacturer to compel him to
reduce the price of his product for the benefit and relief of the
American consumer without decreasing his production suffi-
ciently to interfere with the demand for labor. In other words,
the reduction in price of the product of the American manu-
facturer, by reason of the competition resulting from decrensed
duties, will be charged in nearly every case against the profits
which eapital in manufacturing lines of industry now earns in
this country. ’

Mpr. Chairman, I have foresworn the pleasure of discussing
the tariff problem as an academic or even economic question,
and have evaded the duty of discussing this bill in some detail
because I have felt that the effect of this law upon business is
the thing in which the people of my own great industrial State
are most interested. I am firmly convinced that, given the
united support of our own party which will prolong its life until
it ean have a fair test, it will prove a boon to industry and a
great benefit to all the people. It will reduce the price of many
commodities which enter into daily consumption; it will push
capital into lines where Americans readily excel and thus in-
crease production here, and by removing the false work about
the structure of American industry make it a stable and a self-
sustaining structure ready to carry a greater share of the
world's demands upon the product of capital and labor. [Ap-
plause.]

Now, Mr, Chairman, I desire to say a word or two about the
metal schedule of this law. First, because our great State of
Pennsylvania is perhaps more largely interested in that schedule
than any other. For, as I have said on this floor before, in
American industry to-day steel is king and Pennsylvania is the
royal palace, Also because I had perhaps more to do with the
framing of some of the details of that schedule than I had with
any other schedule in the law.

A year ago, or a little more, we passed a revision of the steel
and iron schedule through this House and through the Senate
and up to the President where it was vetoed. It received little
criticism worth while either in the House or in the Senate. It
has received at the hands of the steel and iron manufacturers,
of course, some criticism, but the most startling criticism which
was made against the bill, and the one to which I desire to ad-
vert for a few minutes, was made by the then President of the
United States when he attached his veto to the measure.

The CHAIRMAN, The gentleman from Pennsylvania has oc-
cupied one hour.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. T yielded the gentlehmn further time.

Mr. MANN. Mr. Chairman, a parliamentary ioquiry.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will state it.

Mr. MANN. What was it that just took place between the
Chair and the gentleman from Pennsylvania?

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair stated to the gentleman from
Pennsylvania that he had occupied one hour, and the gentleman
from Alabama stated that he had yielded further time.

Mr. MANN., I suggest that these things be said so that the
House can hear them.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. When the gentleman from Pennsylvania
took the floor I yielded to him without limitation of time, and
I called the attention of the Chair to the fact.

Mr. MANN. I was not criticizing the gentleman from Ala-
bama or the gentleman from Pennsylvania, but the House de-
sires to know how much time is yielded.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. I did not yield the gentleman from
Pennsylvania any specific amount of time.

Mr. MANN. When the gentleman from Alabama yielded to
the gentleman from Pennsylvania no one could hear what took

place.

Mr. PALMER. Mr. Chairman, I trust this is not to be taken
out of my time. z

Mr. MANN. The gentleman from Pennsylvania has un-
limited time.

Mr. PALMER. I am sure the gentleman from Illinois knows
that I do not often abuse the time of the House.

Mr. MANN. I assure the gentleman it is a delight to hear
him at any time.

Mr. PALMER. And I shall not take up much more time.
The President, as I was saying, declared in his veto message
that consideration had evidently been given to the tariff rates
upon the heavier forms of iron and steel, but little or no con-
sideration had been given to the rates upon the finer forms of
products of iron and steel covered by the schedule; and be-
cause, therefore, he was unwilling to agree that the rates upon
the finer forms of steel and iron products should be eut so dras-
tically as we had cut them, and for other reasons, perhaps, he
would refuse to sign the bill.

Mr. Chairman, on the same day that the President of the
United States was making that declaration to the American
Congress one of the greatest manufacturers of these finer forms
of iron and steel was making an exactly contrary declaration
to the American people and to the world. Upon the same day
that the President refused to sign a law which would have
given relief to American consumers of the articles covered by
this schedule, because the manufacturers of the fineér forms of
steel and iron could not stand the cut, the great firm of Henry
Disston & Son was advertising in a copy of the Saturday
Evening Post issued on that day, August 14, 1912, this sig-
nificant and, to my mind, illuminating argument to sell their
wares. They call it “a litile ineident with a world-wide mean-
ing,” and at the top of their advertisement they place the
facsimile of a letter dated “Amboy, Minn., February 24, 1911,”
and which reads as follows:

DEAr Birs: Please send me.some of your saw-filing hints and a
catalogue showing some of your products,

Gentlemen will remember that the Disston people are manu-
facturers of saws and tools, files, hammers, hatchets, trowels,
and, in fact, about all of the small finer articles by way of tools
in the iron and steel trade. Their correspondent goes on to say
by way of postseript:

I sent to Germau‘y for one of the best saws tbcf conld get, and
when it came it had “ H. Disston Sons ™ on it. Then I laughed.

8. 0. WieEHL, Amboy, Minn.

Mr. Chairman, I should think he would laugh, and the Presi-
dent ought to have laughed, when he was upon the sdme day
sending his message to Congress, over the fact that an Amer-
jean farmer out in Minnesota anxious to get the best and the
cheapest tool that he could buy finds that he can get it after
American labor at American wages has produced it in the city
of Philadelphia, and after its producer has paid the freight
tariff across the Atlantic Ocean and the custom tariff into Ger-
many and the freight tariff back to Liverpool and the ocean
freight to New York and the freight rates all the way up to
Minnesota, I should think be would laugh; but they go on
to say: "

The first impression of this letter is one of amusement. Then its true
and tremendous slﬁnlﬂcance seizes upon the mind.

We could as well have quoted a similar letter that went to England
and brought back a Disston saw. There are other countries where saws
are manufa but in them all the same recognition of the Disston
standard prevails.

Disston s'}?m“nfh not n:milere :xoll:;lg'i gﬁe but world complete. It
mThengg:mnd for Disston saws has meﬂ‘ateﬂ by sheer merlt not o&

thro every center of civilization to every remote saw-using
tlem‘n:g'tl andr,ca.mp on the earth’s face,
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The Disston standard Is everywhere held highest. In England and
all her colonies—in Canada, Australia, New Zealand, Tasmania, India;
and in Germany, Russia, France, Austria-Hungary, and every Furo-
pean country, including Turkey and Greece; and in Egypt and north,
south, east, and west Africa; and in China, Japan, s?am. Korea, Si-
beria—all Asia; and in the Philippines, Straits Settlements, Samoa,
Sumutra. Java, Ceyvlon, Borneo., Hawaii, and South Sea Islands; and
in Brazil. I'ntagonia, the Argentine, Chile, Pern, all South and Central
America, and Mexico—in these and jonumerable smaller saw markets
the term * best ™ and the term * Disston " mean the same,

So muech for saws and files and tools and hammers and
hatchets and the finer products of the steel and iron schedules
in this bill. -

Mr. PAYNE. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. PALMER. Certainly. ]

Mr. PAYNE, Asg I understand the Disston statement, it re-
ferred to saws, but whether the President had saws in his mind
is another question. He may have had cutlery or razors. In re-
gard to razors the bill then reduced the duty to 35 per cent, whila
this bill raises it to 50 per cent. Unless the President was right,
why did you raise that duty? Was it because of the hearings
before the Senate committee that demonstrated the fact that
under a 35 per cent duty the razor industry in this country, as
well as other cutlery industries, must go? [Applause and laugh-
ter on the Itepublican side.]

Mr. PALMER. Mr, Chairman, the Disston people are refer-
ring, nccording to their advertisement, largely to saws, but they
mention and picture all of their other products alongside of the
advertisement.

Mr. PAYNE. They make machine-made goods.

Mr. PALMER. Yes.

Mr, PAYNE. And these people, who have to employ the hand
labor to make the little things that are so numerous and are so
widespread and involve such a large amount of capital, were the
people the President evidently referred to, and the gentleman
and his party has proved that the President was right in regard
to this thing. [Applause on the Republican side.]

Mr. PALMER. Evidently there is a wide disagreement about
what the President was referring to, even amongst his Repub-
lican friends, because last year, when this advertisement ap-
peared, I called it to the attention of another distinguished
Republican member of the Committee on Ways and Means, not
now a Member of the House, and he said that that might be
true, just as the gentleman from New York [Mr. PAYNE] says
about saws, but, said he: “ There are other things in this steel
and iron schedule in which you Democrats have ruined the
American industry,” and I asked him to name one and he picked
out a different one. He said, “ Watches, for instance.” He
said: “ You have eut the entrails out of the watch business in
this country.” Why, that was so curious that it was funny,
because in this very same magazine, on the same day, on the
opposite side of the very same sheet was an advertisement of
the American Howard waftch in which they say, these American
manufacturers of watches, “ Six hundred thousand Americans
go abroad every year. Once an American tourist preferred a
foreign watch; now he goes to Europe with a Howard watch
bought over here, or he comes back with a Howard watch
bought over there.” [Applause on the Democratic side.] I told
a friend of mine who is a manufacturer over here in Baltimore
about these advertisements. He is in the shoe business. Of
conrse, he is a protectionist,

I think if I had been a shoe manufacturer in recent years I
might have been a protectionist myself. He said, just as the
gentleman from New York [Mr. Payn~e] said, that this may be
true about saws and tools, files, hammers, hatchets, and may
be true about watches, but it is not true about shoes. Every
fellow in his own line of business believes he is up against the
worst competition. :

Mr. SWITZER rose.

Mr. PALMER. In just a moment. Well, I went out and
bought another copy of the Saturday Evening Post. The first
thing T saw was an advertisement of a great American shoe,
the * Walk-Over.” They call it themselves “ the shoe for you,”
and they say, “More than 17,000 pairs bought every day.
From Alaska to California, from London to the Fiji Islands, in
84 countries, Walk-Overs set the style for shoes” [Applause
on the Democratic side.] I expeet, if the gentleman will per-
mit me, when I go out on the street and buy a cgpy of the
Saturday Evening Post, T can prove to him, out of the mouths
of the manufacturers of cutlery, that American cutlery are
going abroad. [Applause.]

Mr. PAYNE. Why did you raise the duty in this bill from
25 per cent in your former bill to 50 per cent now? Now, this
mian of straw does not answer the question.

Mr. PALMER. Well, we made a change in the classification
of pocket cutlery and razors, making two classifications instead
of one, because we considered that one rate on all the pocket

cutlery and all the razors would be prohibitive as to some
while competitive as to others, and therefore, in order to in-
duce competition for both branches, and especially to the more
expensive grade of cutlery and razors, we made the two classi-
fieations instead of oue as in the previous bill

Mr. PAYNE. They are exactly in line with the President’s
suggestion, of course. If the gentleman will go far enough
back—it will not be a great while ago—in the Saturday Even-
ing Post, he will see gravely asserted there that the woolen
schedule in the present law is 50 per cent higher than the
woolen schedule in the law that preceded it. He ean find almost
anything in the Saturday Evening Post. [Laughter on the
Republican side.]

Mr. PALMER. I am not speaking of correspondents’ articles
in the Saturday Evening Post, but about the admissions of
American manufacturers placed in the paid advertising columns
of the magazine to induce trade, and their admission must be
taken as the truth, as far as the foreign trade is concerned.

Mr. PAYNE. May I ask the gentleman about the dumping
clanse, to go back to that? Of course, the gentleman knows
that Germany and some other foreign countries pay an export
bounty on goods in order to get them into this country, and
in that way they are able to get them in. The Government even
pays it, and in that way they are able to get into this country
with their goods and get around the duty, and especially is that
so on sugar and other items—and for the next three years
there is a duty on sugar in this bill. This dumping clause does
not seem to meet that proposition in any way. It is not the
sale here by the manufacturer of an article cheaper than the
price there. He gets the same price, but somebody else pays
the bounty, and in that way he can get his goods in, notwith-
standing the duty here,

Mr. PALMER. 1 think the gentleman from XNew York will
find as to all of these items—he is speaking of the item particu-
larly of sugar, I assume—that as to most of these articles in
the export trade there is no bounty upon those which enter
into competition with American producers, although there is a
very considerable concession in freight rates and the establish-
ment of commercial agencies by Governments abroad

Mr, PAYNE Established by the Government and paid for by
theé Government.

Mr. PALMER. In my judgment, that will not complicate the
administration of this clause in the tariff law.

Mr. PAYNE. On the other hand, does not the gentleman
think it will entirely nullify the effect of it if they ever get to
that question and get beyond the question of undervaluation
and the impossibility to prove it?

Mr, PALMER. I think it is just as easy to determine the
market value of the article for the uses of the administration
of this dumping clause as it is to determine the market value
as the gentleman from New York wrote it into his bill, for
administrative purposes. If one is impossible, the other is im-
possible.

Mr. PAYNE. And notwithstanding all that, we have this
almost universal effort by fraudulent undervaluation to evade
every ad valorem duty in the existing law; and the gentle-
man’s bill only aggravates that by multiplying the ad valorem
duties in this bill.

Mr. PALMER. I am afraid that the gentleman from New
York [Mr. Payxe] has not yet done us the honor to read the
administrative features of this law or he would not make such a
statement.

Mr. SWITZER. I have a constituent who manufactures gal-
vanized steel sheets. He desires to know why you have changed
the specific duty of $2.50 a ton on manganese to 15 per cent ad
valorem, which he says now at present price will make it $8
or $0 a ton? I am asking for information. I am not acquainted
with the steel or iron business personally. He says it is an
increase of 300 per cent, and the tendency is to protect the
United States Steel Corporation against independent producers
like this steel plant in my distriet.

Mr. PALMER. I will answer the gentleman's question, but
I do not want him to make a speech in my time. He asks for
the reason for the change of this rate on ferromanganese. I
had intended to leave that to the discussion of the bill under
the five-minute rule, but I have no objection to saying now that
our purpose in making the rate on ferromanganese was entirely
as a revenue-producing proposition. The new rate does not
protect the United States Steel Corporation. The fact is that
ferromanganese in this country is not made for sale by any-
body. The United States Steel Corporation makes ferromanga-
nese for its own use exclusively, and does not sell a dollar's
worth that I have ever heard of. All other consumers of ferro-
manganese in the country import it. And we have believed. in
view of the fact that it is such a small part of the final cost of the
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product of the steel manufactures of the land, that it was the
proper place for the levying of a purely revenue duty. And we
have come to the same conclusion in respect to ithat which the
Payne committee came to and stood by until the pressure of
American manufacturerssbecame too strong for them in the
Sixty-first Congress, and in conference they were compelled to
take the duty off ferromanganese by a subterfuge, throwing it
* into the pig-iron schedule, where it had no business to be.

Now, let me tell you one thing further about ferromanganese.
There is 1 per cent of it in a ton of steel. The present price of
ferromanganese is unusually high. I think it is about $60 a ton.

Mr. SWITZER. It has been $180 a ton.

Mr. PALMER. Oh, no; it has not. I never heard of ferro-
manganese at $180. The gentleman is thinking of some of the
other ferro alloys, which run to immense prices. It means,
then, 60 cents worth of ferromanganese goes into a ton of steel,
and our tax at 15 per cent means that the American steel manu-
facturers will pay a tax to the Government of 9 cents even at
this high price upon every ton of steel produced. I have never
believed that such a small tax could be earried into the final
product of the steel and iron manufactures so as to be of any
material harm te the consumer, and believe, therefore, that
these steel and iron manufacturers ought to pay, especially
with ore on the free list largely for their benefit, this small tax
upon their produet.

Mr. COOPER. Will the gentleman permit one guestion?

Mr. PALMER. I yield.

.Mr. COOPER. Does the Steel Trust make all the ferro-
manganese it uses? I understand it does.

Mr. PALMER. Yes.

Mr. COOPER. Then the trust would pay no tariff on ferro-
manganese, but the independent iron manufacturer would.

Mr. PALMER. I have said that.

Mr. COOPER. I did not hear the gentleman say it.

Mr. PALMER. I said exactly that, that there is no ferro-
manganese made in this country for sale. The steel and iron
corporation makes ferromanganese for its own use, and all
other producers of steel and iron buy ferromanganese from
abroad. When the Payne law was written they had ferro-
manganese at even a higher rate than this.

Mr. COOPER. Then, if the gentleman will permit an inter-
ruption——

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman from Pennsylvania
yield?

Mr. PALMER. I yield

Mr. COOPER. If the Steel Trust makes its own férro-
manganese and does not import any, and all the other manu-
facturers, the little fellows, do import it, the Steel Trust will
not pay this duty, but the small manufacturers will. Will not
that be the situation?

Mr. PALMER. Well, we can not write a law that will make
everybody pay a duty at the customhouse.

Mr. COOPER. But we are expected to write a law that will
not discriminate in favor of the trust and agninst the inde-
pendent producers.

Mr. PALMER. This will not protect the United States Steel
Corporation in any particulars, because it does not sell this
article. .

Mr. SWITZER. If the gentleman will permit, how does it
ltlualp t.he; poor man by placing a duty of 300 per cent on all that

e uses

Mr. PALMER. T have not said that this is written to help
anybody. It is written in the law as a tax, which we think the
steel and iron manufacturers ought to pay, and ought to be
willing to pay.

Mr. SMITH of Minnesota. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman
yleld?

The CHAIRMAN, Does the gentleman from Pennsylvania
yield?

Mr. PALMER. Yes; but I am anxious to conclude.

Mr. SMITH of Minnesota. If I correctly understood the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania, he stated that this was an advant-
age to the Steel Trust to the amount of 9 cents a ton.

Mr. PALMER. Well, the gentleman has not understood me
correctly, and I refuse to have remarks of that kind put into
the remarks I may make. I refuse to yield further, Mr. Chair-
man.

Mr. MURDOCK. If the gentleman will permit, the gentle-
man says there will be a payment to the Government of 9 cents
a ton?

Mr. PALMER. At the present price, which is a high price.

AMr. MURDOCK. Under the gentleman's theory, who pays
the tax?

Mr. PALMER. Of course the consumer pays the tax. No

man now will argue anything to the contrary. The consumer

pays it. There is no doubt about that. But we ought to levy
the tax on the consumer, where, when the consumer does pay it,
it will be so distributed as to be the least burden to him. I
say, with reference particularly to ferromanganese, that there
is not an item in all the tariff law which enters in such a small
degree into the final cost of the product which the eonsumer
does actually buy and use as it, and since we must levy a tax
on the consumer, which the consumer must undoubtedly pay, to
operate the Government, it is as easy a place as I know of, and
a place where it can be laid with the least burden in all the
length and breadth of this law.

Mr. AUSTIN. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

The CHAIRMAN. Deoes the gentleman from Pennsylvania
yield? °*

Mr. PALMER. I do; but I am anxious to conclude.

Mr. AUSTIN. I want to ask the gentleman one guestion. I
want to know who appeared before the Committee on Ways
and Means and asked for iron ore to be put on the free list?

Mr. PALMER. We put iron ore on the free list in the Under-
wood bill in the Sixty-second Congress. So far as I recall,
there was not anybody who came before the Committee on
Ways and Means and asked us to do it again. I suspect it
was assumed we would.

Mr. AUSTIN. Is it not a fact that everybody who appeared
here protested against iron ore being put on the free list, and
that nobody asked you to do it?

Mr. PALMER. Well, it is also a fact that every American
manufacturer, practically, who came before the Committee on
Ways and Means during all our hearings rrotested against onr
reducing the tariffs to any degree. The problem we had to face
was different from and harder than that which the Republican
committees have always had to face. We were compelled to
write this law in the interest of the people against the protests
of these manufacturers, while all that yon had to do was to
write into the law what the manufacturers asked you to put
there. [Prolonged applause on the Demoecratie side.]

Mr. AUSTIN. One more question. You say you are not writ-
ing this tariff bill in the interest of the manufacturers?

Mr. PALMER. I said we were writing it to be fair to the
American manufacturers.

Mr. AUSTIN. Did it not appear in the testimony that a steel
company located in the gentleman's district and in the gentle-
man’s town imported 350,000 tons of iron ore from Sweden,
upon which the duty Is 15 cents a ton, and the gentleman placed
that iron ore now upon the free list of this bill?

Mr. PALMER. Well, I theught the gentleman from Ten-
nessee, after having tried that same thing two years ago. would
desist from any further effort to link me up with a desire to
make profit for the Bethlehem Steel Co., of my distriet. I treat
that company as I would treat all others, We are playing no
favorites.

Mr. AUSTIN. I am not linking the gentleman with the Beth-
lehem Steel Co. I am asking the gentleman if this record does
not show that statement to be true? ;

Mr. PALMER. I do not know whether it does or not. But
I know that this is true, that the Bethlehem Steel Co., which
operates in my district, does import iron ore. I say that
frankly. And we did put iron ore on the free list. The gentle-
man knows as well as any Member of this House, however, that
that was not done by reason of any effort on the part of the
Representative of that district to get a speeial privilege for a
producer in his district [applause on the Democratic sidel, be-
cause he knows, and has been told before, and knows it to be a
fact that the present Representative of that district is not in
any sense a spokesman for a great protected interest, either the
Bethlehem Steel Co. or any other.

Mr. AUSTIN. I am not stating or insinuating——

Mr. PALMER. But implying——

Mr. AUSTIN. I am asking you if the record does not show
what I have stated, and that the remission or the placing ef
iron ore on the free list benefits the steel corporation in your
district to the extent of $42000 a year om importation of
Swedish iron ore alone, taking that amount of money out of the
Treasury and turning it over to the Bethlehem Steel Co.?

Mr. GORDON. What of it if it does?

Mr. PALMER. No; that is not an accurate statement. I go
as far as the troth will permit any man to go when [ say that
iron ore is imported by the Bethlehem Steel Co. and that we
have put iron ore on the free 'ist. But iron ere is imported by
many other independent steel or iron makers of the country
besides the Bethlehem Steel Co., and the gentleman knows that.
And I will say another thing to the gentleman. that the Bethle-
hem Steel Co. are large producers of the kind of steel which
takes ferromanganese, and that company will pay n bigger tax
on its ferromanganese by reason of the change in this law than
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it will save by the putting of iron ore on the free list. [Ap-
plause on the Democratic side.]

Mr., LLOYD. Mpr. Chairman, may I interrupt just at this
point?

Mr. PALMER. I will yield to the gentleman.

Mr. LLOYD. In conversation with Mr. Schwab last night he
made the statement that the worst enemy to the profits of the
Bethlehem Steel Co. in the United States was their Representa-
tii;e ]in Congress, Mr. Parsmer. [Applause on the Democratic
side.

Mr. PALMER. Well—

Mr. LLOYD. And, further than that, he said that he himself
had put into the business $35,000,000 in seven years and that
he had made 20 per cent on his investment during-that time.
[Applause on the Democratic side.]

Mr: PALMER. I did not expect to go into any discussion
about the politics of my distriet, but I think it is probably fair
to say this, which states the full faet, that, while it may be true
that the Bethlehem Steel Co. is pretty violently opposed to the
present Representative of that district in Congress, the opposi-
tion of the Bethlehem Steel Co. is entirely confined to that of its
chief owner, to the struggle of Mr. Schwab himself to keep e
cut of Congress, and while he may boast that he is my chief
political enemy, I thank God that the men who work in his
mills are my best political friends. [Applause on the Demo-
cratie side.]

Mr. NORTON. The gentleman from Pennsylvania has stated
that the tariff on ferromanganese is a tariff for revenue only.
In view of that statement, and in view of the statement that
the gentleman at the left [Mr. Lroyp] has made regarding
what Mr. Schwab said, do you not think it would be a very
good idea for the Democratic Party, as a revenue measure only,
to continue the tariff on Swedish iron ore imported by the
Bethlehem people, who have made 20 per cent upon their capital
during the last several years, and make them pay a little of the
money for the carrying on of this Government?

Mr. PALMER. I have explained to the gentleman why we
put iron ore on the free list. The iron ore in this country is
practieally controlled by the trust. The chief help which the
independent can get, which he wants to get in fighting the trust,
is free iron ore from abroad. If, after the statement I have
made, the gentleman gets any satisfaction out of the fact that
the Bethlehem Steel Co. will perhaps save a litle money by
free iron ore, he is entitled to if. It has not been enough to win
the Bethlehem Steel Co. over to my support. I know that.

Mr. SUMNERS. I will ask the gentleman if it is not a fact
that this bill reduces the tariff on the articles that the Bethle-
hem Steel Co, produces? !

Mr. PALMER. Oh, very largely. We reduce the average
ad valorem rate of duty under this schedule from 34.35 per
cent to about 20 per cent. We reduce it all along the line, on
every article which is produced by the Bethlehem Steel Co. in
my district, and we have put upon the free list one of the
chief products of the Bethlehem Steel Co.—steel rails. I do
not believe any Member on this side has a right to play favor-
ites with the interests of his own district, and my people do
not expect me to do it.

I want to add just one thing about ferromanganese, so gen-
tlemen may understand. Perhaps no tariff bill can be entirely
scientific, but we are trying at least to write a bill which will
be logical and symmetrical. I believe that the gentleman from
New York [Mr. Payxe], when he indulged in tariff making,
tried to have logic and symmetry at least throughout his bill
We put ferromanganese in with ferroalloys of other kinds, just
the same as the gentleman from New York did. Ferrosilicon,
ferromolybdenum, ferrotitaninum, ferrotungsten, and all those
ferroalloys, all made in the crucible like ferromanganese, ought
under every reason to bear the same rate as ferromanganese;
and so we put them all in one paragraph at one rate, as the
Payne bill did. And we have restored the symmetry of that sec-
tion of the bill which was destroyed when the American manu-
facturers mustered sufficient influence in the other branch of
this Congress, and with the conferees, to hide ferromanganese
in the pig-iron clause, in order to deceive the people into the
belief that it was paying a higher duty than it really was.

Mr. HARDY and Mr. SAMUEL W. SMITH rose.

Mr. PALMER. I will yield to the gentleman from Michigan
[Mr. SamMuenL W. SamitH]. E

AMr. SAMUEL W. SMITH. Mr. Chairman, I am asking this
question purely for information. Why was rice left on the
dutiable list?

Mr. PALMER. The gentleman from Michigan will excuse me.

Mr. SAMUEL W. SMITH. The gentleman is a member of
the committee.

Mr. PALMER. T said a while ago, and the gentleman wants
to be fair, that I did not intend to discuss the whole bill, but
that I intended to pay some attention to the metal schedule.

Mr. HARDY. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. PALMER. I will yield to the gentleman from Texas.

Mr. HARDY. TIs not the Bethlehem Steel Co. a rather large
exporter of steel and iron?

Mr. PALMER. Very.

Mr. HARDY. The drawback clause will enable them to get

back a large part of such duty as they pay on imported articles,
while the smaller manufacturer would pay that duty and never
get anything back.

Mr. PALMER. That is quite true.

Mr. MURDOCK. If I understand the gentleman, steel rails
are on the free list?

Mr. PALMER. Yes.

Mr. MURDOCK. Dces the gentleman expect any change in
price by reason of that, or what wil be the result?

Mr. PALMER. I frapkly doubt whether there will be any
change in the price of steel rails by their being put on the
free list, because, as we all know, there is one of those world-
wide trusts in the matter of steel rails. In effect, the manu-
facturers of steel rails the world over have agreed upon a
division of territory and the fixing of prices with respect to the
entire world, except South America, which is a free and open
market to the manufacturers of steel rails both in this country
and abroad, and where they are able to get steel rails at a
considerable less price than we do in this country or Europe.

We put rails on the free list with the thought that if that
agreement should fall down, if there should be a break in it by
reason of the disaffection of the foreign or the American pro-
ducer, the American people might then get some benefit from
free rails in this country. -

Now, they tell us that these high tariff rates have been made
in the inferest of American labor. They tell us, especially
with respect to the steel and iron schedule. that the rates were
made as they were in order to keep American labor employed.
I think we have shown that if the production continues the
same labor will continue to be employed. and what we will do
by the passage of this law, amongst other things, will be to
compel the American manufacturer to sell to the American
people his product at as low a figure as he sells it to the Fiji
Islander and the Patagonian. [Loud applause.]

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. Chairman. I would like to inquire
how the division of time rests between this side of the House
and the other.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Alabama has used
6 hours and 2 minutes and the gentleman from New York has
used 6 hours and 44 minutes,

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Does the gentleman from New York
desire to proceed?

Mr. PAYNE., I will yield to the gentleman from Pennsyl-
vania [Mr. Moorg].

Mr. MOORE. Mr. Chairman, the high example set by our
Democratic President in drawing attention to his tariff message
by an address from * the throne™ is of greater value to the
people of the United States than wounld appear at first blush.
In smashing the dull routine of a century and returning to the
more or less monarchial but presumably anti-Jeffersonian
methods of a Washington and an Adams, the President. who
proclaims “a new freedom ™ from a condition of industrial and
national thralldom. the horrors of which are more or less
chimerical. has made the millions of victims of this sort of
political philosophy * stop, look, and listen.” In an age which
is somewhat iconoclastic, when froth passes for substance and
audacity for fruth; when satiated mortals with easy money
weary of the workshops and markets and yearn for novelty and
sensation, he has compelled *a sitting up™ and a * taking
notice " which augurs that the tariff question, despised and de-
rided during the recent presidential eampaign, will again be con-
sidered as of vital importance to public welfare.

FACE THE ISSUE SQUARELY,

Standing upon the Democratie platform and inveighing against
the protected industries of the country as * hothouse ™ growths
to be immediately destroyed, the President has awankened em-
ployers whose indifference to political intrigues is appalling, as
he has stirred the wage earners generally to a realization of
their danger.

Diut, thanks to President Wilson's novel expedient, all the
people are beginning to inguire about the tariff. They have
lenrned that the Democratic Party does not propose only to
find jobs for its followers but that it intends to squarely face
the issue which it bhas raised with the Republiean Party. It
is going to attempt to prove that the Republican policy of pro-
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tection to American industry, the policy which has raised the
American wage standard above all others in the world, is wrong
and must be overthrown.

It is not exactly what a majority of the people expected
would happen. Those who knew even a little about the gues-
tion were not prepared to hear so positive and emphatic a stund
against protection as the leaders of the party nmow in power
have taken. Hence it was a real service the President per-
formed when he ascended the rostrum in the House to make his
daring deliverance.

A TARIFF PRIMER.

It is because I believe there is urgent need for publicity and
careful study of the tariff question that I have written my
address in the form of “a tariff primer,” which I send to the
desk of the Clerk, whose assistance I shall ask in propounding
the questions therein noted:

Question (by the Clerk). When was the first tariff act
passed?

Answer (by Mr. Mooge). The first act passed was a tariff
act. It was approved by President George Washington July 4,
1789, and was regarded as an American declaration of commer-
cial independence.

Question. What was its purpose?

Answer. To support the Government, discharge the debts of
the United States, and to encourage and protect manufactures
by levying duties on goods, wares, and merchandise imported.
These purposes were specifically set forth in the first section of
the act, and they were intended to relieve the Colonial States of
the necessity of purchasing supplies abroad, to keep our money
in the United States, and to discourage paternalism.

THE FIERST ACT FOR PROTECTION.

Question. Did this first act of Congress stimulate and en-
courage American manufactures?

Answer. It not only stimulated and encouraged them, but it
gave confidence and hope to the youth of America and made us
a manufacturing as well as an agricultural Nation.

Question. To what extent has the tariff system thus begun
been continued?

Answer. There have been various changes in the tariff system
according to the views of political parties which have happened
to be in control of affairs. What is now known as the Repub-
lican Party has usually favored the levying of tariff duties suf-
ficlently high to cover the difference in the cost of produection
at home and abroad. The Republican platform of 1912 reaf-
firmed this position, declaring that * “he Repullican tariff policy
has been of the greatest benefit to the country. developing our
resources, diversifying our industries, and protecting our work-
ingmen against competition with cheaper labor abroad, thus
establishing for our wage earners the American standard of
living.” The Republican platform further declared that “the
protective tariff is so woven into the fabric of our industrial
and agricultural life that to substitute for it a tariff for revenue
only would destroy many industries and throw millions of our
people out of employment. The products of the farm and of the
mine should receive the same measure of protection as other
products of American labor.”

DEMOCRATS AND HARD TIMES.

Question. What is the Democratic attitude toward the tariff?

Answer. Although Thomas Jefferson and other early Demo-
crats believed in the encouragement of American industries and
the imposition of tariff duties for that purpose, the Democratic
Party has taken issue with the Republican Party in certain of
its platforms and has contended that what Republicans ecall
protection was unwarranted by the Constitution of the United
States and that tariffs should be levied only for the purpose of
raising revenue. This was the position taken by the State of
South Carolina in 1832, when it nullified the tariff acts of 1828
and 1832. The Confederate Constitution of 1861 also denied the
right of the Government to levy “any duties or taxes,” “to
promote or foster any branch of industry,” holding that such
duties should be levied only for revenue to carry on the Govern-
ment. During the administration of Grover Cleveland, the so-
called Wilson-Gorman bill was passed under Democratic aus-
pices, and while it undertook to levy duties for revenue only, it
did fix certnin protective rates, but none of them sufficient to
bring in enongh revenue to run the Government. The result
was that many American industries, forced to compete with
cheap foreign labor. were obliged to discontinue business, hun-
dreds of concerns became bankrupt and hundreds of thousands
of people were thrown out of employment. The full effects of
this disastrous Democratic bill were felt from 1893 to 1897,
Not only did the Government have to issue bonds to meet its
obligations incurred during this period, but it was further

humiliated by having to permit thousands of its factory workers
to go to free soup houses for sustenance.
FARMERS AND MILL MEN HURT.

Question. Who do you think were most affected by the
change?

Answer. In the last analysis, the workingman and the farmer.
When the employers found they could not compete successfully
with the foreign manufacturers they closed their mills. For a
time the workmen were able to live upon the savings the- had
accumulated under the MecKinley protective-tariff law which
preceded the Wilson-Gorman Act, but after their savings were
gone, they were without the means to purchase food. Thus the
farme: lost his best customer. Prices came down and com-
modities were cheap, but the earning power of the consumer
was destroyed. It made little difference to him if he conld buy
a suit of clothes or a horse and wagen for $5 if he did not
have the $5, and thousands of them did not have the $5. The
distress in the cities was greater than it was on the favm, be-
cause the farmers could get along with what the farms pro-
duced, but they could not sell their produce at a profit. On the
other hand, the city workman’s cellar was empty, and if he
had no wages he was in a bad way. One of the lessons of that
unhappy period was the determining of the very close relation-
ship between the producer and the consumer. It proved that
their interests were identical and that in times of adversity
there was little or no difference between them.

END OF CHEAP GOODS.

Question. What efforts were made to correct the distressing
consequences of this Demoecratic policy?

» Answer. The people who had suffered as a result of Demo-
cratic blundering restored the Republican Party to power and
in 1897 a new tariff bill, framed for purposes of protection and
commonly known as the Dingley bill, was enacted. This new
law raised a tariff barvier against the tremendous volume of
foreign imports that had * made goods cheap " under the Wilson
law, compelled the return to the United States of capital that
had gone to Europe, Canada, and other countries, and being in
the nature of a guaranty to business men that they could re-
sume their enterprises, and to farmers that they would again
have an American market for their products, the tide of pros-
perity returned to the United States and instead of bankruptey
there was great rejoicing in American homes.

RESTORATION UNDER DINGLEY BILL,

Question. Can you give some data pertaining to this progress
under the Dingley bill?

Answer. Yes; the * Tariff Handbook,” just issued by the
Democratic Ways and Means Commitee (April, 1913). atthough
not thoroughly reliable, quotes the number of establishments en-
gaged in manufactures as being 214,954 in 1904, at the beginning
of the Wilson law, and 266.805 in 1909, under the Dingley
law. During this five years capital invested increased from
$12,515,788,5642 to $18,151,053.523; the number of wage earners,
independent of salaried and other workers, advanced from
5220461 to 6,310,454; wages jumped from $2.461.279407 to
$3.231,207,579; the cost of material used increased from
$8,343,639,649 to $11,928.209,567, while the value of the manu-
factured products advanced from $14,470.600.353 to $20,-
234 488,582, The dutiable list under the Dingley law in 1809
affected 6,052,312 wage earners in a total of 242.029 establish-
ments representing a capital of $17,148,987.686. The Dingley
law was successful as a promoter of industry within the United
States and as a revenue raiser. It aimed to levy duties on
imports that were in the nature of luxuries and contributed
more than one-third of the total revenue of the Government.
Under it wages steadily advanced throughout the United States,
while there was also a steady increase in the cost of the prod-
ucts of agriculture. It is true that while the mill worker ob-
tained higher pay it cost him more for the supplies he purchased
from the farm, but it is also true that during the period of the
Dingley law the hours of labor were generally reduced. the
comforts of living were everywhere increased, and the people,
without regard to section or employment, enjoyed conveniences,
comforts, pleasures, and even the luxuries of life, to a greater
degree than ever before in the Nation’s history. Nevertheless,
because of certain alleged inegualities in a few of the provisions
of the Dingley law, and because its free list was not extended,
there was an incessant agitation against it.

SAPPERS AND MINERS AT WORK.

Question. How long was the Dingley law in force?

Answer. It was effective from the date of its approval July
24, 1897, until the Payne bill went into effect Angust 5, 1909,

Question. What was the reason for this change?
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Answer. One reason was that the Demoerats who were out
of power were continually misrepresenting the tariff question,
contending that it created trusts and large enterprises and that
under it Americans acquired wealth too rapidly. Republicans
generally were too busy with their business affairs to answer
these accusations and finally the people began to aceept them as
true. Another reason was that the growth of population in the
United States due to the inspiration of our success and pros-
perity, having gi-en us the greatest home market in the world,
had invited the attention and concern of other great nations
which coveted our purchasing power and sought to break the
firm hold our protective laws gave us upon our own trade.
With establishments that cost less and vith labor that was
skilled but poorly paid, they knew they could compete for the
American dollar in the American market, if thel. cheap goods
could be gotten over our tariff wall. Another reason for the
change was that our own people had forgotten our forprer dis-
tresses; in fact, we were restive under too much presperity. In
response to what the Republican Party leaders believed to be
a popular demand. although there are many reasons for be-
lieving that the demand was skillfully worked up by the for-
eign enemies of the protective system, the Paync bill was en-
acted into law. It having been contended that some of the
rates in the Dingley law were too high and that the tariff
should be revised downward, the Payne law undertook to make
reductions in dnties. but this did not satisfy the enemies of the
protective system within the Republican Party or without.

REPUBLICANS YIELDED TO CHANGES.

Question. Did the Republicans change the Dingley law?

Answer. In the platform of 1908 the Republican Party de-
clared in favor of a revision of the tariff at a special session®
of Congress. It did not say that revision should be a down-
ward revision, but it did declare against * excessive duties,”
although maintaining that “ the true prineiple of protection is
best maintained by the impositien of such duties as will equal
the difference between the cost of production at home and
abroad, together with a reasonable profit to Ameriean indus-
tries.,” Moreover, inasmuch as certain frade agreements with
Gerniany and other eountries had been made by President Roose-
velt, which seemed te give undue advantage to foreign goods
over those of American production, the platform declared for a
maximum and minimom tariff by which the President might
thereafter be gnided when the opportunity to make favorable
treaties should arise. In consequence of this party pledge a
gpecial session of Congress was called, whieh resulted in the
passage and approval by President Taft of the so-called Payne
bill of August 5, 1909, the existing tariff law.

PAYNE LAW GROWTH PHENOMENAL.

Question. Did the Payne bill revise the tariff downward?

Answer. It did revise the tariff downward, and while attempt-
in: to maintain the protective principle it equalized certain
duties that had been objectionable, and altogether proved a most
effective revenue measure. Under the Payne law the industries
of the country continued to thrive and wages continued to in-
crease, while the hours of labor and working conditions gener-
ally improved. The value of manufactures in 1912 far exceeded
£20,000.000,000, the farms produced nearly $9,000,000,000, our
imports exceeded $1.000,000.000, and our exports exceeded
$2,000,000.000. In view of attacks upon both the Dingley and
the Payne laws, it is noteworthy that our population increased
from 90,000,000 in 1909, when the Payne bill went into effect, to
95,000,000 in 1912, the latest estimate of the Census Bureau.
° The wealth of the people of continental United States advanced
in those three years from $150,000,000.000 to $175,000,000,000,
making an increase in per capita wealth from $1,656.42 in 1909
to $1,834.17 in 1912, the highest aggregate ever attained by the
American people.

PEEVED AT PARTY PROGRESS.

Question. If the people enjoyed such wonderful progress, why
did they complain?

Answer. They listened to ambitious politicians, agitators with-
out donscience, journalistie party builders, magazines seek-
ing pap, essayists who found it more profitable to write fic-
tion than to work, theoretical college professors, nonproducers
generally, and a few sincere reformers, usually misinformed and
frequently misled. They contended that the Payne bill was de-
vised in the interest of Schedule K and one or two other hor-
rifying exhibits, which very few of them understood and which
fewer undertook to investigate. Color was given to their agita-
tion because in a speech at Winona President Taft made refer-
ence to Schedule K as “indefensible,” and also because in a
reciprocity treaty with Canada the President, without consult-
ing Congress, undertook to make a reciprocal arrangement
-which most Republicans believed would be disadvantageous to

the United States. The President appeared to have been in
accord with Mr. Roosevelt and the newspapers upon this gques-
tion, but the farmers of the country tock umbrage at the reci-
procity arrangement and roined in the assault upon Schedule KK,
which had protected the American woolgrowers and manufac-

‘turers of wool, largely because they believed reciprocity with

Canada as proposed would have the effect of reducing the farm-
er's prices for the products he had to sell. Thus Schedule K
became a scapegoat of the tariff and an excunse for oppoesing the
Republican ticket. But when the Demoerats obtained control
of the House of Representatives in the Sixty-second Congress
and attempted to revise Schedule K in response to the hue and
cry that had been raised against it, President Taft was twice
compelled to veto their bills. He declared that “ more than a
million of our countrymen are engaged in the production of
wool and the manufactures of woolens; more than a billion of
the country’s capital is invested in the industry™; and then,
adding that “five millions of the American people will be in-
Jjuriously affected by any ill-advised impairment of the wool and
woolen industries,” he declared it essential to * proceed pru-
dently in dealing with them upon the basis of ascertained facts
rather than hastily and without knowledge to make a reduction
of the tariff to satisfy a popular desire.”

HAMMERING THE MANUFACTURERS,

Question. Can you explain the prejudice against the weol and
cotton schedules?

Answer. It was due very largely to the faet that the disrupters
of the Republican Party were intent upon having a * goat.”
They needed somebody to club, and they picked upon the so-
called * robber baron ” manufacturers. Since the manufaeturer
is really the “ maker" of raw materials, he is absolutely essen-
tial to the welfare of the producer, but no one eared to tolerate
him as an economic necessity. The manufacture of ecotton
goods, particularly of hosiery, languished under low rates im-
posed by the Dingley law, but began to flourish, giving steady
employment to thousands of mill hands, under higher rates
accorded by the Payne law. As to this change of rates there
was bitter contention, and while hosiery prices were not ad-
vanced to the consumer, the mill-worker consumers were better
able to buy farmers’ products than theretofore.

The wool schedule (Schedule K), however, was the chief bone
of contention. The manuvfacturers were denounced as “ malefac-
tors," notwithstanding they were giving employment to tens of
thousands of people, many of whom were females, whose mill
wages were higher than they could obtain in department stores
or in domestic service. The compensatory rates of Schedule K
were jeered at and denounced, and this notwithstanding that
these rates were designed, first, to protect the American wool-
grower against the cheaper wool of Australia and other coun-
tries; second, to protect the American woolsorter against the
cheaper woolsorter wages of England, and then to proteet the
Ameriean seourer of wool against the scouring wages ol Eng-
land, and so on along the line of the processes of manufacture
in the carding, combing, weaving, dyeing, and finishing stages.
In each particular occupation overhead charges abroad were one-
half what they cost the American manufacturer and the wages
were from 50 to 75 per cent less than in the United States. It
made no difference, apparently, that every one of these separate
branches of industry, from the herdsman who attended the sheep
to the jobber who disposed of the cloth to the merchant tailor
and the consumer, were imperiled by foreign competition; the
manufacturers of the cloth were held up to ridicule and
opprobrium,

INJUSTICE TO MAKERS OF CLOTH.,

Question. Were the assaults upon the manufacturers justi-
fiable?

Answer, Here and there, no doubt, manufacturers or jobbers
made money out of the wool business. It is to be presumed that
they had a right to expect to make a profit, otherwise they
would not take the risk of venturing upon such an enterprise.
But many of them did not make money, and dozens of them
were ready to certify that they would take contracts if a steady
market for their goods eould be guaranteed, to deliver cloth to
the consumer for a net profit over their other expenses of 5
cents per yard, or 174 cents for the 31 yards of cloth necessary
for a suit of clothes, But the manufacturer was not believed.
It was still contended by those who sought to use him as the
“goat ™ that he was the man who pocketed the difference be-
tween the price the farmer got for his wool to the §$20 or $25
paid to the department store for a suit of clothes. In “ The
New Freedoem,” Woodrow Wilson, now President, even went so
far as to state emphatically that the manufacturer nlso pock-
eted the tariff. The truth is that every dollar of tariff is col-
lected by the Government and saves the people, who are both
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the producers and the consumers of the land, the expense of
internal taxation, which Mr., Wilson aud his party now propose
to impose upon them; and to say that the manufacturer of
cloth is the recipient of the tariff, except to be protected against
the lower cost of production abroad, is as absurd as it is to
insist that the wool grower of the United States does not
actually receive the 11 cents per pouil which the Government
levies upon foreign wool in the grease. That the farmer should
receive it directly in person, and thus deprive the Government
of its revenue, would be as preposterous as it would have been
to give every citizen 16 silver dollars for 1 gold dollar, as
many people really believed would happen if the distinguished
gentleman from Nebraska, now the Secretary of State, had
succeeded in breaking up the Republican Party with his “ 16 to
1" propaganda. :
HIGH COST OF LIVING MISREPRESENTED,

Question. How do you accdunt for the difference between the
manufacturer's profit, say 5 cents per yard on cloth, and the
price of a suit of clothes?

Answer. About the same way that we would account for the
difference in the price of eggs from the time the good farmer’s
wife in Kansas sells them to the buyer at 12 cents a dozen, to
the time they are delivered to the housewife in the big cities at
from 40 to 50 cents per dozen. It costs something to maintain
an establishment which sends out buyers to meet the farmer's
wife. That adds labor and expenses to the cost of 12 cents per
dozen: and then it costs something for crates and packing and
hauling to the railroad station; that must be added. Then it
costs something to build railroads which provide the transpor-
tation to the storage warehouses; that should be added to the
12 cents per dozen. And then it costs something to build stor-
age warehouses and set up chemical appliances necessary for
the maintenance of the proper degrees of temperature; add that
to the 12 cents per dozen. And then it costs something to keep
those warehouses going from April or May when the hens are
laying, until the snow is on the ground and the price of eggs
has advanced—that costs something. Then the jobber or the
middleman must be accounted for in disposing of the eggs by
the millions, to millions of consumers whose prosperity is essen-
tial to their ability to purchase the eggs. And the retail grocer
must be accounted for, having his rent to pay, his bookkeeper
and clerk hire, his newspaper advertising, his delivery service;
all this has to be accounted for. And then the telephone service
installed for the lady who buys eggs from the retail grocer
and wishes them delivered in packages wrapped with golden
string, in wagons handsomely painted and decorated, by deliv-
ery boys in brillant uniform. These all cost money and it must
be added to the original 12 cents a dozen cost of eggs. And if,
perchance, these eggs should be brought out of storage at
Christmas time and be served in one of the great hotels of an
eastern city, or even in St. Louis or Chicago where the freight
rates would be cheaper, an allowance must be made for the ex-
cellent style and taste in which the eggs are served, for the
flowers that decorate the table and the halls, and for the music
that percolates through the palms in “ Peacock Alley.” These
and other trimmings are now required by at least a* portion of
our modern society, and they all cost money. The farmer does
not get the cost of the extras in the original price of his eggs,
because the other laborers who appear upon the scene demand
compensation for their services.

TARIFF HAS NOTHING TO DO WITH IT.

Question. What has the tariff to do with that?

Answer. With due respect to those who connive at the defeat
of the Republican Party, and who blame the tariff for the high
cost of living, it has nothing to do with it under the sun. When
the maker of the American cloth, whose employees and asso-
clates, from the grower of the wool to the weaver, delivers his
3% vards to the consumer, the tariff protecting all the indus-
tries along the line, has been paid. And if 3% yards were sold
at a fairly high price of $3 per yard, or $10.50 for the suit,
the “ecrime of the tariff” was wholly within the $10.50. If
the finished suit was sold for $25, the-tariff had nothing
to do with the difference between $10.50 and $25, except as
there may have been some duties upon the trimmings enter-
ing into the fashioning of the suit. Therefore, “the high
cost of living” that entered into that suit of clothes after the
cloth was laid down at $10.50, and which could have been
avoided by the consumer making up the suit with his own
thread and needle, is chargeable wholly to the agencies he em-
ployed, including cutters and seamstresses, to do the work for
him. It is labor that gets the difference in the cost between
the cloth and the price of the suit, except as the wholesaler,
the merchant tailor, or the department store may require or
exact a profit. By the same token it was the dozens of agencies

and the many kinds of labor employed between the cost of eggs
at 12 cents per dozen in Kansas and 50 cents a dozen in New
York that derived the benefit of the intervening 38 cents. It
was not the tariff at all. The tariff upon eggs was sufficient to
induce the eastern buyer to abstain from buying foreign eggs
and to induce him to buy Kansas eggs, and the wool-tariff sched-
ule has the same relation to the purchase of foreign or domestic
materials. It is obvious that if the Kansas farmer, dissatisfied
with fhe 12 cents a dozen he received for the eggs, desired to
take the risk of holding them and preserving them until Decem-
ber and then delivering them in person to the consumer in New
York, he could have obtained the ruling retail price, but if he
did not want to take the chance of holding the eggs and carrying
them in person to the consumer and of sorting the good eggs
from *“ the rots and spots,” then it is fair to make an allowance
to those who assume the risk, by investing capital and employ-
ing labor to distribute his supplies at any season of the year—in
times of scarcity as well as in times of plenty. The cost-of-
living problem requires a treatment of reason.
THE BUNCOMBE SERVED TO THE PUBLIC.

Question. Were the people informed upon these conditions?
Answer. It is doubtful whether the people stopped to consider
them. As a rule they were “ too busy” to do more than read
the *‘scare headlines” in the newspapers, and the newspapers
finding the people liked sensation, gave them plenty of it.
The eampaign of 1912 was prolific of denunciation of the rich.
Anything in the nature of faultfinding with men who had sue-
ceeded in their business was “ good stuff” for the Democrats
and those who were seeking power by the overthrow of the
Republican Party. Even the Decalogue was brought forth as
a good thing and a new(?) thing by which people should be
guided in the future. The Democratic orator made merry with
the mills. He taught the workman to be unhappy and pictured
frightful conditions of employment which did not exist. He
talked of “ watered stock,” and of the wealth of J. Pierpont
Morgan, and all this he blamed on the Republican tariff. He
continued this incessantly in the endeavor to array class against
class, although he knew full well that the matters of which he
complained were subject to local regulation by law and not by
the revocation of customs duties that would destroy the indus-
tries. Some years ago it was generally charged that Henry H.
Rogers, a man of great wealth, was another such * incubus”
as the late Mr. Morgan, but upon the death of each of these
gentlemen it was observed that neither the financial nor the
industrial worlds stood still; and it was further observed that
neither of them carried away the vast accumulations they were
supposed to control. To those who stopped to think it was ap-
parent that the money of a Rogers or the money of a Morgan.
was, after all, the money that is working day by day in the con-
struction and operation of the railroads and the other great
enterprises which have brought the East and the West and the
North and the South together in bonds of common interest. But
while this sort of buncombe seemed to weigh with the unthink-
ing, it is a curious fact that the workingmen were piling up
their savings in the banks and savings funds of the country,
and that these very moneys were being invested in railroad and
other corporate enterprises, through which the workingman de-
positor was actually obtaining interest on *his investment.”
The viciousness of these political assaults upon industry is
tllustrated by the fact that in 1910 there were approximately
273,000 wage-earning depositors in one Philadelphia saving fund,
who had $111,000,000 invested in the upbuilding of railroads and
other great enterprises throughout the country. Doubtless
many of these depositors were not aware that in listening to
the enemies of a Republican tariff they were actually encour-
aging the depreciation and destruection of their own property.
AMOLDERS OF PUBLIC OPINION.

Question. Did the newspapers have anything to do with this
agitation?

Answer. They certainly did. They had a large interest in
the tariff law. What the President had attempted to do in the
matter of Canadian reeciprocity included free trade and lower
duties with respect to printing paper and wood pulp and other
articles of Canadian production, and the success of the treaty
would have been of great advantage to these powerful molders
of public opinion. But Congress did not approve the treaty
which the President had made and many of the newspapers
were hostile in consequence. The attacks upon the Payne law
were renewed, a division arose in the Republican Party, and
repeated arguments in favor of the maintenance of the pro-
tective system, notwithstanding the few objectionable items in
the thousands of items of the bill, did not avail. One of the
chief reasons for Republican defeat, apart from continued po-
litical agitation, was the opposition or indifference of the newer
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generation of voeters. who, having no recollection of the Wilson-
Gorman period and being themselves prosperous, assumed that a
change from Republican policy would do no harm. *“ What is
protection to you?” asked the college professor of the student,
whose remittances from home were regular and ample in 1912.
“And what is protection to you?" asked the political agitator
of 1912 of the bricklayer earning his §6 a day. And generally
the answer came swift and smart, “ Don’'t worry; forget it.”
And so they voted. The effect of their vote was to declare
against the Payne law, notwithstanding it brought about our
greatest prosperity. You see the “ Don’t Worry Club™ lives up
to its motto with respect to the tariff when Uncle Sam is

working.
A STUDY IX FEEE LISTS.

Question. Did the Payne law increase the free list?

Answer. It increased the free list even to a greater extent
than ever before, but still maintained sufficient revenue to meet
the needs of the Government. Imports admitted free under the
Payne law in 1912 were valued at $881,512.987, or $105.000,000
more than in 1911. The free imports were greater under the
Payne law than under any Democratic law., More goods were
admitted free than came in subject to duty. The percentage of
free goods imported was 53.73 in 1912, or 3 per eent more than
in 1911, a percentage higher than that of the Wilson-Gorman
Iaw, which attained 48.56. but notwithstanding this exceedingly
high percentage of free imports which eut the revenue from $326.-
561.683.14 in 1910 to $304.809.366.08 in 1912, the duty collected
per capita in 1912 was $3.15 against $3.25 in 1911, $3.50 in 1910,
$3.21 in 1809, $3.13 in 1908. and $3.72 in 1907. And while under
the Payne law the duty per capita was steadily falling. proving
that the so-called “ tariff burden upon the people ” was being re-
dueed, the imports per capita were steadily rising, having
reached the high mark in 1912, to wit, $16.94. or twice the volume
of per capita imports of 15 yvears before. But while the much-
berated tariff was thus being reduced the internal revenue,
which is derived directly from the people. was advancing from
$246.212.644 in 1909 to $321,612.200 in 1912, or more than was
collected from the tariff, without any special complaint from
anybody except the producers of liguors and tobacco and the
dealers therein. In fact. the imperceptible burden of the tariff,
estimated at $3.15 per capita. the maintenance of which has a
direct relation to the employment of millions of farm and fac-
tory workers. was anathema. while the greater and more direct
burden of the internal revenue aroused no wonderment and
scarcely any comment, Thus it appears that the people had
come to believe that it would be better for them to increase
their own internal taxes rather than to share their burden with
. the foreign business man who desired-to worm his way into
the American market or the importer who preferred to spend
Aerican money in foreign countries.

DISPLACEBMENT OF AMERICAN BILLIONS.

Question. Is the extension of the free list good for the coun-
fry?

Answer. The protectionist does not think =so, and yet to gratify
what seemed to be a popular demand the Payne law brought in
in 1912 the largest volume of free goods ever imported. The
value of these free foreign-goods in that year was $881.512987.
In plain English. we sent that much meney abroad to bny for-
eign goods in one year, when we might just as well have speat
it in our own country. The year previous. 1911, we sent abroad
$T77.000000; in 1910, $761.000.000; in 1909, §600.000.000. The
total amount. for foreign purchases sent out of the country un-
der the much-maligned Payne law. in less than four years of
its operation was approximately $3.000.000.000. The money
that thus ieft the country to buy foreign goods under the free
list would have been sufficient to build 10 Panama Canals. But
we preferred to send that money abroad, and we did so. Among
the nrticles admitted free of duty were hides and skins valued
for 1912 at $102,000.000. They were put on the free list because
the people were led to believe the trusts, supposed to control
Americau hides, wonld <destroy the tanners and shoemakers.
When the duty was removed from hides the price of hides went
up and the price of shoes did not come down, and it also developed
that the so-called trusts were as influential in the control of
foreign hides ns they were of the domestic. The Government
lost the duty which had in 1908 amounted to $1,959.434.73. An-
other item on fhe free list was coffee. imported in 1912 to the
value of $117.000.000: it was made free because the agitators or
the manipuintors did not want to pay a duty. The consumer
got no benefit from the repeal of the duty because the export
country levied an export tax on coffee and accepted for itself
‘wwhat the United States had given away. The importer was re-
‘lieved of the dunty. but the consumer paid for coffee at the same
‘old rate. It was not a reduction of living cost, but a deliberate

subterfuge opernting to deceive the people while pretending to
work in their behalf, and yet the people believed the agitators
for free hides and the agitators for free coffee, just as they were
led to believe the agitators against the Payne law.

WE GET “ART " ; THEY GET MOXNEY,

Question. Have you any other illustrations showing how the
people are fooled?

Answer. Yes; “art works” is suspicionus. When the Payne
committee yielding to * unselfish™ clamor put *art works”
upon the free list in 1909 the idea was to encourage art and to
win over a few of the “0ld masters” for American art galleries.
In 1909 “art works” eame in free to the value of $549.661. In
1910 they jumped in value to $19,114.407.19. In 1911 the valne
of these “art works™ coming in free had reached $21.045921,
and in 1912 they climbed to the enormons value of $35.116.920.75.
This was a direct displacement of $75.000,000 of good Amcriean
money in four years, not for fodd or necessities, but for * art
works,” npon which to feast the eyes and inspire the applause
of the connoissenr. The people, or somebody claiming to repre-
sent them, demanded “free art,” and they got it ‘by * blowing
in " $75.000,000 of American money for the enrichment of for-
eign artists and picture dealers. The mueh heralded purchase
of a single painting from one of the English collections. at a
cost of §500.000, is a reminder that if that money had remained
in the United States where it was earned. it would have been
sufficient to pay $1.000 a year to 500 men, who conld thus have
supported a population of 2500 in any city or village of the
United States for a whole year. If these items, wisely or un-
wisely yielded in the Payne law, reacted upon the American
people. imposing upon them a charge rather than a relief. they
are to be continued in the Underwood bill in greater volume
and for the avowed purpose of encouraging foreign competition.

THE UNDERWOOD BILL AND IT8S MEANING.

Question. What do you menn by the Underwood bill?

Answer. The bill introduced by the gentleman from Alabama
[Mr. Uxperwoon], who is chairman: of the Democratic Ways
and Means Committee, and the exponent in the House of Rep-
resentatives of the theories of Woodrow Wilson, the newly
elected President of the United States.

Question. Were the Democrats commissioned by the people
to write a tariff bill embodying the ideas of President Wilson?

Answer. The Democrats think they were. although appar-
ently a majority of the veters of the United States are net in
sympathy with Mr. Uxprewoop or Mr. Wilson. The protection-
ists of the country divided their votes between Mr. Taft and
Mr. Roosevelt, so that Mr. Wilson was elected although he
is the leader of a minority party.

Question. What is the objection te the tariff plans of Mr.
Uxperwoop and President Wilson?

Answer. They are believed to be destructive of the indnstries
that have been created in the United States under a protective
tariff system. They are not actually for free trade with foreign
nations, but they are so close to it in an effort to force compe-
tition upon the foreigners’ terms as to discourage American
enterprises and drive existing industries out of business. We
have always bonsted in this country that it was a land of
opportunity, and we have flattered ourselves that the energetic
young American was entitled to the fruits of his toil. If he
should undertake to start a mill under the proposed new
system, those who work for him could not expect to earn more
than is now obtained for similar work in foreign countries,
because the right of protection agninst the lower wages pnid
abroad would be denied. In other words, the opportumity to
start the mill in this country would not be worth while, and the
wage earner as well as the mill owner would both be out of
employment. !

THE PRESIDEXT S HOTHOUSE BANANAS,

Question. Wherein does President Wilson approve of any such
doctrine?

Answer. In numerous speeches and particularly in a book
entitled “ The New Freedom,” published this wyear, 1913, in
which, to illustrate his belief with regard to the tariff, he refers
to the very improbable “ privilege" of raising bananas in Con-
neeticut or Michigan.

“ If we shonld vndertnke to raise bananas under such cirenm-
stances,” says the President with a slight show of sarcasm,
“we shall have in Connecticut or Michigan or somewhere eisc
miles of hothouses in which thousands of happy Ameriean
workingmen, with full dinner pails, will be raising bananns,
to be sold at a guarter apiece.” But growing more serions the
President adds, “What I am trying to point out to you now
is that this “ protective’ tariff. so ealled, has become a means
of fostering the growth of particunlar groups of industry at
the expense of the economic vitality of the rest of the country,”



o e T O RS e Py T T e e S Ce i BT P e

1913.

445

all of which he likens to a garden that must be thoroughly
weeded out. In this same chapter, without regard to the
difference in wage and living conditions and of the cost of pro-
duction at home and abroad, the President asks where and
when it happened that the * boasted genius of America became
afraid to go out into the open and compete with the world?"”

The question has the true ring of the jingo, but the answer
is that a $3 wage in the United States can not compete with a
$1 wage in Germany without the loss of §2, nor can an educated
civilized American make much headway if he has to compete
in living conditions with coolie labor, “It is a condition that
confronts us, not a theory.”

FORBIDDEN TO IMPROVE ONX NATURE.

Question. Has the President given these views to Congress?

Answer. The President briefly reenforced these views in a
personal address to Congress. In calling the extraordinary ses-
sion to consider the Underwood tariff bill, the President insisted
that industrial conditions had so changed in the United States
and some of them had developed so rapidly that it was our duty
now to rid ourselves of all kinds of * artificial advantage " and
to “ thrive by the law of nature.” *“Our task,” said the Presi-
dent, speaking of tariff schedules, “is to square them with the
actual facts. The sooner that is done the sconer we shall es-
cape from suffering from the facts and the sooner our men of
business will be free to thrive by the law of nature—the nature
of free business—instead of by the law of legislation and arti-
ficial arrangement.”

“ We must abolish,” said President Wilson, “ everything that
bears even the semblance of privilege, or of any kind of arti-
ficial advantage, and put our business men and producers under
the stimulation of constant necessity to be efficient, economical,
and enterprising, masters of competitive supremacy, better
workers and merchants than any in the world. Aside from the
duties laid upon articles which we do not and probably can not
preduce, therefore, and the duties laid upon luxuries and merely
for the sake of the revenues they yield, the object of the tariff
duties henceforth laid must be effective competition, the whet-
ting of American wits by contact with the wiis of the rest of
the world.”

A BOLD NEW FPHILOSOPHY.

Question. Is the President preaching a new philosophy?

Answer. Evidently the President has thought out a new phil-
osophy which he proposes te (ry out on the people. It is in the
nature of a program more universal than the “ busting of trusts”
by President Roosevelt or the altruistic hopes and expectations of
President Taft. It is even broader than Mr. Bryan's free-silver
issue or his government control of railroads. Mr. Wilson proposes
to make progress by halting progress; by destroying much of the
great work that has been done under Republican rule and at-
tempting a reconstruction upon the ruins. We are no longer to
labor for the success of our own enterprises, but we are to stop
where we are and penalize ourselves by stagnation and losses until
the other nations have an opportunity to cateh up with us. The
President has made a bold stroke to harmonize the races, to
remove impediments in the course of human progress which, in
some respects, have been insurmountable since the beginning.
He has started out to obtain an equilibrium of all the people
of all the earth by checking the high tide of American progress
until the sluggish waters in European and Asiatic channels
Eave reached our level or we have been reduced to theirs. We
might just as readily expect to see an equilibrium maintained
between the waters of Lake Erie and the rapids of Niagara by
a philosophical removal of the falls, as the attainment of the
President’s equilibrium of the industrial and living conditions
of all nations, Since no such change in our economic life as is
proposed in the President’s philosophy is likely to occur in our
own generation, when the cold necessities of earning our bread
and buiter by the * sweat of the brow ” still stares us in the
face, it would seem an idle waste and a needless sacrifice to thus
expose our homes and firesides to a prospect so intellectually
well conceived but so practically impossible. As it is evident
“the billing and the cooing™ of the doves must ultimately
yield to the building of the nest, so it becomes the human race
to provide for its future happiness and comfort; and the United
States method of doing it has been successful under Republican
administrations. We can not live upon philosophy and, as Owen
Meredith sagely observes, * civilized man can not live without
e FIRST ,THE COMPETITOR, THEN THE HOME.

Question. To what extent would President Wilson's destruc-
tion of * artificial advantage " affect the trade and commerce of
the United States?

Answer. So far as manufactures affected in one way or an-
other by tariff duties are concerned, it would apply to nearly all
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of the industries, which in turn are supported by nearly all of
the raw products of the United States. It would apply in one
way or another to 270,000 establishments that are ** artifieial,”
in which upward of 7,700,000 people are employed and in which
more than $18,000,000,000 are invested. (Abstract Thirteenth
Census.) It would undoubtedly close up many of the mills and
factories where direct competition with foreign enterprises
would give the foreigner the advantage in the cost of labor and
material. Emerson said, “ If a man can write a better book,
preach a better sermon, or make a better mousetrap than his
neighbor, though he may build his house in the wooeds, the
world will make a beaten path to his door.” PBut President Wil-
son says, in effect, if a man write a book, or if e raise potatees,
he shall not sell them exeept at the foreign price; if e rear a
mill, he shall yield to his foreign eompetitor; and if he be dis-
satisfied with his wages under the * artificial arrangement” of
protection, he shall remove to Europe or go unemployed. He
says it is time to break up the industrial estnbiishments if they
can not operate on equal terms with those abroad; and this in
gpite of the Riblical injunction that “if any provide not for his
own, amd specially for those of his own house, he hath denied
the faith, and is worse than an infidel.” (I Timothy, Chap. V,

verse 8.)
PERTAINING TO PROTECTION BY COPYRIGHT.

Question. Does President Wilson apply this doctrine to the
publication of books?

Answer. He does not. The preparation of books is brain
labor, while the work of the mill man is hand labor. The
President’s publieation, * The New Freedom,” which insists that
protection from foreign labor shall be removed from the mill
worker and the farmer, is “copyrighted” against domestic
competition, and *all rights are expressly reserved” against
foreign competition. So that the President’s rule does not work
both ways. And yet Woodrow Wilson, the eminent scholar and
author, is entitled to protection and royalties for the prodnect
of his brain and pen, a protection which should not be denled
the man on the farm or the plodder in the miil.

Question. In what respect has the gentleman from Alabama
indorsed the views of President Wilson?

Answer. In =o shaping his tariff bill as to discourage Ameri-
can enterprise and iidustry and encouraze foreign eompetition,
to the end that cheaper goods shall be supplied to the people
though their wages be lowered and their employment taken
away. The Underwood bill threatens the destrnection of the
sugar industry in the United States, 'menaces the cotton and
wool industries, exeept as it will have no influence upon raw
cotton but to increase the sales of American raw cotton in
foreign lands, and while admittedly destroying $100,000,000 of
revenue collected at the customhouse from importers of foreign
commodities attempts to make up that deficiency by an income
tax levied directly upon some of the people, and only some of the
peojl;le. whose offense is that they have been industrious and

rifty.
th ty INCOME TAX AN UNNFECESSARY MAKESHIFT.

And while an income tax preperly graduated may be a fair
way of raising revenue, as proposed in the Underwood bill. it
is special to a certain class of eitizens; it wili be an unending
annoyance to honest business men and farmers who are strug-
gling to make both ends meet; it will encourage deception and
fraud in the making of returns, and will discourage investments
in industrial or labor-employing enternrizes. It will raise an
army of inquisitors and tax collectors and prove a direct charge
upon the responsible citizen who, beeause he i, responsible and
law-abiding, is generally compelled to bear the burd:n of the
shirk. There is small warrant for such an expe-iment at this
time, in view of the fact that at the close of 1912, with the
Payne tariff law still in operation, the United States Treasury
showed a surplus of $37.224.502. The best the Democrats hope
to do in substituting an income tax for the tariff Is to obtain a
surplus of $1,335,000 at the close of the firs. fiseal year. And
this upon the mere guess (see majority committee report) that
the income tax will vield a per annum total of $68.730.000.
The margin is so close that the shadow of a deficlency i. alrendy
apparent, for the bulk of the income tax mus necessarily be
collected from a few of the large and prosperous States that
are to be robbed of both protection and prosperity. Verily,
“the penny and the cake” shall “walk the plank ™ together.

Question. Has the gentleman from Alabama given outward
expression of his belief in President Wilson’s theories?

Answer. Mr. Uxperwoop has frequently declared in debate
that he is opposed to protection. During the secret eaueus of
the Democratic Party, considering the sugar schedule, Mr.
Unxperwoobd was quoted as having resisted the appeals of some
of his Democratic brethren who had the temerity to insist upon
protection for the men who are employed in the sugar industry
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in Louisiana and for other interests. As reported in the Ihila-
delphia Record, Mr. Uxpegwoob spoke for the President and his
arty.

; ¥ THE SUGAR INDUSTRY TO GO.

“The President only asked us for two things in that bill,” he
said. ‘He asked us for free wool, and the committee gladly
gave it to him. He asked for a change in the sugar schedule,
and the committee did as he asked. I appeal to you in the name
of the President and the party to stand solidly behind the
President and the committee on this question,

“If we as a party are to do the things we have promised to
do, we must have party solidarity. The President’s position on
sugar is perfectly fair; there is no principle involved that is
different from the prineiple of free sugar.

“The sugar growers of Louisiana have been brought up as a
hothouse growth; that is true. They have invested many
millions in their industry. Free sugar will destroy them; that
is conceded; and it is only proper that their industry must give
way. The President felt that it would be fairer to all con-
cerned that these sugar growers be allowed three years in which
to liquidate. They have much paper in the banks; they have
suffered from two bad crops; and to put sugar on the free list
to-day would damage them greatly. By giving them three years
in which to liguidate we will give them time to get their houses
in order.

“They can straighten out their affairs, fix up their financial
matters, use their lands and mills for other purposes. Three
years is a short time; and while I personally have little use for
protection, we must not forget that this industry is the result
of the protective theory, and we should give them time to right
their affairs.”

OLD MILLS MUST DIE.

Question. Has the gentleman from Alabama conceded the de-
struction of other industries? ;

Answer. Yes; he has been equally frank on other ocecasions.
Concerning the duties upon wool and woolen clothing discussed
in the secret Democratic caucus April 18, the Washington
Ilerald had this to say:

“ Opposing the amendment to put ready-made clothing on the
free list, Leader UNpERWOOD conceded that the rates of the wool
schedule would hurt many industries. He said he was inclined
to believe that many mills would be put out of business. He
insisted that there were factories in this country equipped with
ineflicient plants, and that they were badly administered, and
he had no doubt they would go out of commission upon the
approval by the President of the pending bill. Mr. UNDERWOOD
declared that many woolen factories were maintained under the
special privilege of protection. He said that, economiecally, they
had no place in the industrial life of the land. They were ‘ hot-
housed’ under protection conditions, and could not expect to
survive under the competitive conditions that would result from
the adoption of the new tariff.” :

LIVING COST REDUCED BY WAGE REDUCTIOXNS,

There is no mistaking the issue. As the matter now stands,
the Demoerats, who are in complete control of the Government,
propose to destroy protection, as Republicans understand it, and
to substitute “ free competition” with all the world, except that
duties shall be levied upon imports for purposes of revenue.
Whereas last year, under the Payne law, we collected upon im-
ports over $304,000,000, they propose to collect only $200,000,000,
and recover the remainder by an inquisiforial and direct income
tax upon the people. They contend that in this way they can
reduce the price of eggs, potatoes, and meat, but they fall to
take into account the losses that will fall upon the farmers who
produce those commodities if the industrialist or the mill-
worker, who is dependent upon “artificial arrangement,” is
shoved out of his job by foreign cheap labor. Mr. Wilson and
Mr. Unxperwoop have made it perfectly clear that they propose
to stand or fall upon the truth or falsity of their theories.
They are undertaking to reach the unattainable by equalizing a
100 per cent civilization with a 83 per cent industrial condition,
They are keeping faith with their party.

PLAYING UP TO THE FOREIGNER.

Question. Is the Underwood bill favorable to the foreigner?

Answer. Its sponsors frankly declare they want “ competition.”
They do not mean by that that if we have mills manufactur-
ing metal, or wool, or cotton goods, or chemicals that there
.#hall be more mills in the United States, but they do say that
whatever mills we have shall not be increased by encouraging
our own trade until we have first stood the ruinous competition
of England, Germany, and other countries, which have every ad-
vantage in the matter of wages and cost of production. They
make no account of wages at all, and pretending they want
cheapness to destroy the trusts and monopolies, they encourage

the migration of workmen and tlie transfer of capital to foreign
countries, where, if the trust or combination be international in
character, the place of manufacture is of little concern to the
manipulators. One of the curious guesses in the report upon the
Underwood bill is that by the transference of raw materials
and other commodities from the Payne free list to the Under-
wood dutiable list there will be such an influx of imports anx-
ious to pay duty that there will be realized at the customhouse
$102,403,000 to ald in making up the deficlency that will result
from the reckless reduction of duties generally.
AND THE TRUSTS ARE NOT COMPLAINING,

Question. Explain thaf point about the trusts.

Answer. I will. If it is cheaper for the International Har-
vester Trust, or for any iron and steel trust, or for any textile
trust, or for any sugar or tobacco trust to do its manufac-
turing in England, France, or Cuba, of what advantage to the
people of this couniry would it be to remove the duty upon any
of the articles thus produced? Such trusts would want the duty
removed. If Mr. Carnegie has as much money invested in
foreign steel mills, where labor is cheap, as he has in mills of
the United States, where labor is high, or if the Harvester
Trust is availing itself of cheap labor in the factories it operates
in foreign lands, why would they want a duty imposed upon
anything they make abroad if they can still control the market
of the United States? Under these circumstances it is improb-
able the price of reapers and mowers would be lessened to ihe
farmer whether the duty is on or off. Thus the individual or
independent operator is set upon “the sliding board” and all
industry drifts into the maw of the combination with the
greatest power and the most money and they save the duties.

SAVING SOMETHING FOR THE SUGAR IMPORTER,

There has been so much special pleading for the “ poor con-
sumers ” of sugar emanating from the importers’ offices in New
York as to lead to the suspicion that the wealthy gentlemen who
pay the import duty, amounting to $56,000,000 per annum, and
who now have to meet a fair American competition which en-
ables sugar to be sold at retail for 4} cents a pound, are not
wholly disinterested in the destruetion of the industry in Lou-
isiana and the West; but the Underwood bill proposes to take
the duty from sugar even though the duty paid by these import-
ers, which the Government stands to lose, if reduced to the
pound consumed, precludes a lessening of the retail price. The
Sugar Trust is not opposing the removal of the duty on sugar.

Question. How was the Underwood. bill prepared?

Answer. By the Democrati? majority of the Ways and Means
Committee holding secret deliberations. It was drawn in de-
flance of those whose business and employment were involved
and was then submitted to the Democratic cancus, which also
met in secret. After the party caucus had deliberated upon it
in secret it was returned to the majority members of the Ways
and Means Committee, by whom it was made public three days
ago—April 22, It is a document of 218 printed pages, a hurried
comparisgon of which with the Payne law of 1909 shows it to be
in title and text a direct contradiction of the policy of protec-
tion.

A LITTLE SPECIAL PRIVILEGE ; THAT’S ALL.

Question. How does the Underwood bill differ in title from
the Republican law of 19097

Answer. The contrast in title is significant. The Republican
law was entitled “An act to provide revenue, equalize duties,
and encourage the indusiries of the United States, and for
other purposes.” There is nothing to * encourage the indus-
tries” in the Democratic bill, the title of which is “A bill to
reduce tariff duties and to provide revenue for the Government,
and for other purposes.” A better title for the Democratic
bill would be “A bill fo encourage foreign competition and to
reduce American production,” for this, in fact, is substantially
the purpose of this bill, except as to raw cotton.

Question. Does the Underwood bill provide for any protec-
tion at all?

Answer. None on principle, but a little on “ special privilege,”

Question. Name some of the * special-privilege” items, -

Answer. Cotton, as stated, does not need any protection. It
is an American monopoly, sold largely abroad, and is therefore
on the free list; but several of the cotton-growing States are
taken care of in relation to cattle, cotton bagging, Angora goat
hair, press cloth, citrus fruits, peanuts, briar wood, and so forth.
The desire to destroy protection in chemicals, earthenware, iron
and steel, woolen and cotton goods, and other factory products,
however, is not applied in the bill to shipowners, who are
offered a direct bonus of 5 per cent over foreign competition;
that is to say, the bill is consistent in its purpose to-destroy
protection, except in the case of a few political friends whose
“ox is gored.”
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Question. What is the objection to the 5 per cent ship sub-
sidy?

Answer. In some respects the 5 per cent protection or sub-
sidy to shinowners may be a good thing. It proves the incon-
sistency of the Democrutic position. As most of the ships that
would be benefited belong to so-called trusts, like the Standard
Qil Co., * the taxing of the rich and the relieving of the poor,”
which the gentleman from Alabama in his opening speech pro-
claimed to be the purpose of the Democratic Party, is not ap-
parent in this case.

WAS THE FARMER TREATED FAIRLY?

Question. Is there a report accompanying the Underwood
bin?

Answer. Yes; there is an explanatory report which was pnt
into print for distribution day before yesterday. In his open-
ing address the gentleman from Alabama followed substantially
the lines of this report.

It is a labored effort to find excuses for the drastic and
mnscientific changes contemplated in the bill. It first con-
tends that the people got along happily under revenue tariffs
antil the Civil War, and then complains of the higher tariffs
since existing, It fails to note that all the real progress of
the Nation oceurred under Republican tariffs since the war.
Now it finds that the Payne Tariff Act of 1909, which gave us
a surplus of almest every commodity, including free imports,
was responsible for the high cost of living—an economie
phenomenon in no way special to the United States. Again,
the committee fails to recognize the steady employment of
labor at increased pay and reduced hours. Nor does it con-
sider the advantage to the agricultural population whose farm
products, sold in the cities, advanced 93.2 per cent in price
from 1897 to 1910, while city-made clothing, sold to the farmer,
advanced only 358 per cent in the same period, and house-
furnishing goods only 24.2 per cent. And as to this it may be
explained that the differences between Republicans in the cam-
paign that elected Mr. Wilson were due largely to the persistent
untruths that were circulated with regard to the high cost of
living. The farmer was told he paid too much for his clothing.
The figures just presented (and they are taken from the com-
mittee’s report) show that the price of farm products advanced
under the Payne law more than twice the amount of advance
upon clothing prices. The farmer profited under the tariff more
than the industrialist, but he was lied to and made to believe
the industrialist was not his friend.

PROSECUTING THE TRUSTS.

Because of the organization of large combinations of eapital
made necessary since the Civil War by increased public demand
for transportation and other utilities and commodities the tarift
is blamed for certain bad trusts, and this in spite of the fact
that Grover Cleveland, the last Democratic President of the
United States, and his Attorney General, Mr. Olney, refused
to proceed against unlawful combinations, although they have
since been successfully prosecuted under successive Republican
administrations. And there is a peculiar effrontery about this,
in view of the free-trade provisions of the Underwood tariff
‘bill, which operates directly in the interest of the sugar, iron
and steel, oil, match, salt, chemical, and other trusts large
enough to have an international “ gentlemen’s agreement,” by
which they may crush out their independent American competi-
tors, avoid the tariff, and put the revenue burden upon the
lessened earning power of the American people.

POPULATION RISING TOO RAPIDLY.

The report holds the Republican tariff responsible for the
utilization of our natural resources. This is amusing. It de-
plores the fact “ that the protection system has been greatly
influential in maintaining a too rapid rate of depletion of natu-
ral resources in order to satisfy the constantly increasing
demand of a rising population.” Evidently, it expects a rising
population of 95,000,000 to adopt the idealistic, but nonbread-
winning, theories of President Wilton to discard *the arti-
ficial arrangement” and return to the “laws of nature.” We
are not to erect any “ hotheuses” to protect our plants; we are
to leave them naked to the tender mercies of the beautiful snow.
Why eat salad which is raised under glass when you can get
any old grass by rooting in the ground?

Question. Then you do not regard the Underwood bill as a
* sclentific production™ ?

Answer. It is neither scientifie, practical, patriotic, nor just.
It is guesswork—a mere stab at rates in order to justify the
Democratic contention. The loudest howl of the eampaign

demagogue who pretends to represent the pedple has been levied
against Iuxurious living. The Democrats said they would pun-
They were ‘ dead against the wallflowers
Heaven forbid that anyone should

ish the Iluxurious.
and the dress-suit fellows.”

ever see a Democrat riding in avntomobiles or going to theater
parties in “ swallowtails.” Perish the thought that any true
Democrat should ever wash with castile soap or deny * pot
licker ” for the city brew.

DEMOCRATS WAXT MORE PERFUMED BOAP,

Question. And how did the Underwood bill meet this delicate
political situnation?

Answer. By reducing the duty on perfumed toilet soap from
50 per cent ad valorem under the Payne law to 40 per cent ad
valerem under the Underwood bill. The aroma of victory, the
spoils of war, have beaten down the soap-fut brood, and the
Democratic Party has emerged from the backwoods. It de-
mands seap, foreign soap, perfumed and Frenchified, and instead
of raising the duty on this exquisite and deliciously flavored
compound de luxe it adds it to the “bath of nature” and ad-
monishes the thrifty farmer's wife to chuck her fat to the pigs.
In their abhorrent list of luxuries the Democrats have admitted
“ china, poreelain, Parian, and erockery ware, painted or deco-
rated,” at 15 per cent less duty than the Payne law imposed;
and “ manufactures of marble, onyx, alabaster, and jet,” not
used extensively by the “ downtrodden,” they have admitted at
5 per ecent less; and these are but a few of the efforts to relieve
the poor and punish the rich. Verily, the Democratic orators
are “sure friends” of the “ downtrodden™ before election, but
they like “ the trimmings” after.

PUNISHING THE OLD ESTABLISHED HOUSES.

Question. Have you any further comments on the report?

Answer. Yes. The report undertakes to prove, as the gentle-
man from Alabama did in his argument, that by arresting the
woolen and cotton industries—becanse they have sucecessfully
used old maehinery and eguipment for 50 to 60 years—the men
who engage in manufaeturing enterprises will be taught fo
adopt the methods of foreign competitors in equipment and efil-
ciency. It was formerly the rule in certain sections of the
country to induce our enterprising citizens to undertake the
construction of mills, and they were frequently offered local
inducements and free taxes for a period of years. Under the
new system, as proposed, this is‘no longer permissible, for the
man who dares to invest his money in a manufacturing enter-
prise, or who dares to borrew money for that purpose, must
understand at the start that he must adopt the foreign methods
and that he must employ only those who are willing to work
at the foreign wage. This is surely un-American. Moreover, he
is told that if he enters into the manufacture of linolenm, for
instance—linolenm being a poor man’s commodity—that on
burlap, which is his raw material and which he aequires from
foreign sources, because it can not be made in the United States
in competition with the wretched labor of India, he must pay a
duty, while there must be a reduction upon the duty on linolenm
itself. Or if he undertakes to erect a mill to grind wheat, he
must expect to pay a duty upon the Canadian wheat. which is
his raw material, while Canadian flour, manufactured by his
foreign competitor, may come in free. Or if he undertakes to
make carpets, e must stand for a reduction of duty upon his
finished product, while he pays duty upon the dyestufis that are
amongst his raw materials.

INCONGRUITIES IN THE BILL,

Among the other incongruities of the Underwood bill is ifs
treatment of umbrella manufacturers. The bill admits finished
umbrellag ready for sale at a lower rate than it imposes on the
component parts of an umbrella. THence, the foreigner is en-
abled to get his umbrellas into the American market cheaper
than it costs the American maker for his raw material.

Question. You have referred to burlap, what about bagging?

Answer. It may be pardonable for the gentlemen who come
from the cotton States to take care of their own, and without
intending to be invidious, it seems they are doing it in this bill
They have taken burlap off the free list, it being the raw ma-
terial used in the manufacture of linoleum, but they have car-
ried ‘““bagging for cotton, gunny cloth, and similar fabries” to
the free list, together with * press cloths of camel’s hair.” In
other words, while taxing the manufacturer of linolenm, nm-
brellag, and so forth, upon their raw material, the bill removes
the duty from the raw materinl of the cotton planter and the
cottonseed-oil manufacturer. Thus, a little bit of *“ artifice”
seems to have been injected into the “laws of nature.”

BM-ALiI- CHANCE FOR YOUNG AMERICA, e

Question. Is there anything in the bill to encourage an afh-
bitious boy?

Answer. There is nothing in the hill or the report to encour-
age any boy to exercise his brains or ingenuity for the advance-
ment of the industrial welfare of his country. If he undertakes
to engage in any enterprise involving employment of labor
which is paid higher wages than is paid the cheap labor of
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Europe he must expect to face o foreign competition that will
crush him at the outset of his business career. He is caught
between the upper and the nether millstones. And unless he is
big enough to establish foreign connections, or can tie up with
some trust that is able to defy American regulation, he must go
down with the independent *little fellow " whose gquietus is
established by this bill. There is one way, however, by which
an energetic young American may make money temporarily un-
der the new system. He can buy out the stock of manufac-
turers who are driven to the wall, or of dealers in commodities
who have been foolish cnough to keep on hand supplies pur-
chased at American prices until the flood gates are let down to
foreign cheap goods. He may then do business as an auctioneer.
or with the great department steres whose splendid advertising
facilities will enable them to draw upon the savings of those
who are in quest of bargain sales. Or, if he be clever enough,
lie may be able {o locate in Canada or Europe a market for :he
machinery of dismantled American mills,

THE ABYSS OF DREAMS AND DOUBT.

Question. Does the bill attempt to regulate the trusts?

Answer. It does not. The Democratic Party has pretended
that it would kill the trusts, but this bill will aid rather than
hinder them. The Underwood bill stands pat on cotton. It
pretends to on tobaecco, but gives free trade to the Philippines.
It is cruel to the sugar planter and the woolgrower, and is
utterly offensive to the independent industries. It proposes to
diseipline the manufacturers of the country and all their em-
ployees by eliminating the profits and reducing the wages.
There is no relief to those avho look for a continnance of pros-
perity, but, on the contrary, the bill imposes an additional
burden of unnecessary taxation.® It is a Dbill in the interest
of the speculator, the juggling importer, and those who control
big business. It is an inducement to the business man to move
to Canada or to Europe, and is altogether a surrender of the
greatest prosperity of the greatest of nations to agitators and
theorists, who neither know nor seem to care how great the
havoe they invite. Speaking broadly, there is nothing in this
bill for the American farmer, nothing for the American working-
man, but everything for the foreigner. Recklessly and with
deliberation the bill as written plunges the substance of our
national progress into the abyss of dreams and doubt, [Pro-
longed applause on the Republican side.] -

Mr. PAYNE. Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gentleman from
Massachusetts [Mr. GioLerr].

Mr. GILLETT. Mr. Chairman, as I rise to speak to-day I
am reminded vividly of the conditions when I first entered Con-
gress 20 years ago. Then, as now, there was a Democratic
President, a Democratic Senate, a Democratic House of Repre-
sentatives, with a Democratic Speaker, who avowed his belief
in free trade. A tariff bill was then, as now, the prime object
of the Democratic Party. It was under the charge of a bril-
liant, cultivated, charming man, with the auspicious and
prophetic name of Wilson, a college professor, a native of Vir-
ginia, a man undoubtedly of noble aspirations for the good of
the whole country, but, as we Republicans thought, with erro-
neous theories on the tariff and with some gectional prejudices.
On the day when the bill passed this House there was the most
open exhibition of excited enthusiasm I have ever witnessed
here, and that Mr. Wilson was borne about this Hall on the
shoulders of some of his younger supporters, among whom I
remember the stalwart form of the present dignified Secretary
of State, amid the cheering of the Demoecratic side. But that
was the last enthusiasm the Wilson bill ever evoked. and the
only cheers it ever occasioned afterwards were the cheers that
rang throughout the whole United States for its repeal. It
went from this House to the Democratic Senate, where it was
mangled and tortured into that form of perfidy and dishonor in
which it was finally presented to the world as a bastard, the
Democratic President refusing to authentieate it by his name.

I wonder if the analogies which are so striking in the carly
stages of this bill will continue to the close. That no one will
know for months and perhaps years. But I am ready to admit
that this bill in its present form, despite its numerons incon-
sistencies, goes far to carry our Democratic theories and fulfill
Democratic pledges and gratify the reliable Democratic States.
And if it becomes law I am ready to wait and stake the future
of the two parties on its results. If, as they promise, it reduces
the cost of living without lowering the scale of wages or exter-
minating and banishing great industries, I will admit they were
right and we were wrong. I am ready for the test. And I am
also ready to admit that the former Wilson bill ecame into the
world under most unfavorable circumstances, while present ap-
pearances indicate that for this bill the industrial and financial
condition of this country and the world will be most auspicious,

And so recognizing that this bill is a fair exponent of the .
Democratic theory and will test the antagonistic principles of
the two parties, we can only await with patience and fortitude
its results. Accidents of trade, of crops, of finanecial stringencey,
or business depression in Europe, of peace or war may accel-
erate or retard its natural effects, but they are sure to reveal
themselves, and the country is sure to feel and to Jjudge them.
For that verdict we Republicans can afford to wait. If they
have discovered a magical method of furnishing the consumers
cheaper goods while keeping the producers busy at higher
wages, we will all join in applauding their success. But if
they do not materially cheapen the cost of living, or accom-
plish it only by such importations of cheap geods as eclose our
mills and drive our workmen into idleness, then all will join in
punishing them for their failure.

I do not mean to enter upun any general discussion of the
evils of this bill. It would take too long and has been done
most satisfactorily by the Republican members of the Ways
and Means Committee. I stand upon the broad Republican
ground that a tariff should give protection to all the productive
enterprises of every section of the country sufficient to enable
them to cope successfully with the cheaper Ianbor of other
nations. The amount of protection should be measured by the
difference of labor cost, so that our high standard of wages
may be maintained. I believe that conditions have so changed
that the old Republican theory of protection is outworn and
obsolete and must be modified, and I think if we had recognized
and admitted this earlier the Republican Party would stand
better to-day. Formerly the main object was to make sure
that the protection was high enough, and if it chanced to be
unnecessarily high, so that all foreign competition was abso-
lutely prohibited, no harm was done, for domestic competition
could be relied upon to keep down prices and prevent exorbi-
tant profits. But since the development of trusts and large
combinations, which annihilate domestic competition, it has
been important that the duties should be so scientifically ar-
ranged that they would be just high enough to prevent large
foreign importations when domestic prices were reasonable, but
wonld encourage foreign importers to be keen competitors of
American producers if they attempt to raise prices so as to
obtain exorbitant profits. -

Because of these changed conditions the Tariff Commission
has become valuable and indispensable to study for us thor-
oughly the industries, both abroad and at home, and give to
the framers of tariff laws the exact facts on which they can
base the rates and meet the modern necessities. Of course,
prices are constantly fluetuating, both here and abroad, and it
will be impossible to fix all duties so that they will exactly
and permanently equalize the labor costs of different nations;
but to approximate that should be the aim of every Republican
tariffi law, and an impartial, judicial, nonpartisan tariff com-
mission, like the one which the Democratic Purty has just abol-
ished, is a necessary step toward that goal. The Democratic
Party scorns the assistance or judgment of such a nonpartisan
commission. They do not pretend or attempt to fix duties so
as to equalize labor conditions or prices. They aim to raise
revenue only. regardless of the effect on our producers. And
having no universal standard, they naturally fall into favorit-
ism and sectiennlism.

The country has come to believe that the Republican tariff
was too high; that it unreasonably increased the cost of liv-
ing; that Jarge interests were unduoly instrumental in framing
it and reaped undue profits from its protection. It is useless
now to discuss the merits of this popular criticism, becanse the
Republicans in Congress have now committed themselves to a
course which in the future prevents a repetition of any such
suspected abuses. The new Republicanism has pledged itself
to a scientific tariff, based upon the report of a nounpartisan
tariff board of experts. That raises the slmple issue of pro-
tection between the two parties. Do the people want a tariff
bill like this, which avowedly disregards in fixing duties the
difference in labor cost here and abroad and has no rule or
standard except revenue tempered by favoritism and section-
alism, or do they want a scientific, impartial, business tariff
of protection? I have little doubt which the people of my dis-
triect will prefer. This bill injures seriously too many local
indunstries to become popular there. Scattered throughout New
England are innumerable small factories which will find exist-
ence a struggle under this law, and I apprehend danger for
even some of the largest.

Close to my home is a striking example of the inconsistency
and sectional favaritism of this bill. The Ludlow Co. makes,

among other things, bagging, which is used to cover bales of
cotton. The duty on it now is only six-fynths of a cent per
square yard, which is only 10 per cent ad valorem—an ex-
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tremely low duty. Its main foreign competitors are in Cal-

cuitin. where the jute of which it is made grows, and where

laborers are paid from $1 to $3 per month, working 81 hours
per week. If there is any industry which needs protection it
wonld seem to be this, which must import its raw material
and its machinery and compete with the cheapest labor in the
world superintended by Englishmen and equipped with the
same machinery. Their protection is now only 10 per cent, so
small that Calcutta bagging now comes in and supplies about
a quarter of the market and pays a revenue to-our Treasury.
It would seem there need be no change there. It would seem
that both under the Republican theory of protection and the
Democratic theory of a flariff for revenue this small duty
ghould be maintained. But this bill strikes off all duty in
order that the southern planter may hope to save 3 or 4
cents on the covering for each bale of cotton, which is worth
from $50 to $75. They take away all protection, they take
away all revenue, they annihilate a flourishing industry in
order that the southern planter may have the advantage of
Caleutta labor and save a few cents, though even that will be
shiort lived. for when the Indian manufacturer has gained a
monopoly of the market he will have no considération for the
southern planter, there will be no American competition, and
up will go the prices. It seems to me a barefaced and short-
sighted attempt to save money for the planter of the South
at the expense of the manufacturer of the North.

Mr. HARDWICK. If the gentleman will permit, does not
the gentleman think that the cotton planter of the South ought
to have his bagging and ties free as much as for the farmer
of the West to get his binding twine free?

Mr. GILLETT. Oh, that is not a fair comparison.

Mr. HARDWICK. Why should not they be treated alike?

Mr. GILLETT. There was never any binding twine im-
ported, so free binding twine has never made any difference.

Mr. HARDWICK. Does it not affect the price?

Mr. GILLETT. Not a particle. When binding twine was
put on the free list there had not been any importations of bind-
ing twine for years. It was apparent that the tariff was pro-
hibitory and it was put on the free list. What was the resunlt?
Still there were no importations of binding twine. Appar-
ently there was not any made that could compete with us,
even without a duty, and from that day to within a very few
years there was no competition on binding twine and it could
well afford to have that duty taken off.

Recently there has been a little importation, and from whom?
Has it come from countries like India, where labor is em-
ployed at 50 cents a week? Why, no. The only place that
binding twine has been imported from is the only country
that 1 think we do not need to have any protective tariff
against—from Canada. And it was produced there, I presume,
simply because the agricnltural-implement industry moved over
there from the United States, and in that connection they made
binding twine and sometimes dumped their surplus into the
United States. So that has no analogy at all. It differs from
this in the fact that when that was put on there was no im-
portation of binding twine, whereas now in cotton bagging there
is an annual importation of 20 per cent of all that is used, and
the only nation that ever has made binding twine in compe-
tition is a nation where the standards of labor and living are
almost like those in the United States, and not, as in the case
of cotton bagging, so low and inferior that no one will pre-
tend that there ean be equal competition between us.

There is another factory in my district which is likely to be
closed by this bill. It manufactures celluloid or fiberloid.
That is an invention of American brains. Later it was taken
up and our machinery was copied in Europe. It has had a
high protective tariff, under which it has prospered. I think
the duty has been unreasonably high, but there has been keen
competition among the American manufacturers and prices
have been much reduced and have steadily trended downward.
This bill has lowered the duty from about 75 per cent to 15
per cent, a rate at which we can not compete with German and
French labor, and at the same time, as if this was not enotigh,
a duty has been laid on one of its main ingredients, camphor,
which is admitted free in the other countries. So you increase
the duty on the raw material and take off three-fourths of
the duty from the finished product. Moreover, the industry
has just been introduced in Japan and a superb plant, costing
a million dollars, has been completed there, equipped with the
best American machinery, built by American architects, and
American mechanics have been taken over there to superintend
it and train the cheap Japanese labor to compete with us—with
only 15 per cent duty.

Mr. HARRISON of New York.
yield?

Will the gentleman kindly

L—29

Mr. GILLETT. Certainly.

Mr. HARRISON of New York. I will say to the gentleman
that the chief competition in articles of celluloid comes to-day
from France and Germany.

Mr. GILLETT. Certainly.

Mr. HARRISON of New York. And, leaving out of account
this question of the future competition with Japan, the rate of
15 per cent ad valorem in our bill on the moderate kind of
celluloid articles represents exactly the difference that the
manufacturers here pay for their materials of manufacture as
compared with foreigners.

Mr. GILLETT. It represents no difference as to the differ-
ence of wages paid.

Mr. HARRISON of New York. No; we do not take that into
account; they have been competing in that respect heretofore,
but in material the 15 per cent exactly balances the French and
German cost.

Mr. GILLETT. Then the purpose of the committee was to
put us on an exact par with them in the cost of materials of
which the celluloid is made and not take into account at all the
difference in wages.

Mr. HARRISON of New York. In other words, to put our
manufacturers on a competitive basis with the foreign manu-
facturers.

Mr. GILLETT. I am very glad to know that is the project—
that they shall absolutely have no protection at all, but are
simply puot on an equal footing. That is what you mean by a
competifive basis. That is exaetly the theory which I supposed
this bill was founded upon; it is the theory of free trade, and
with that theory you will, I believe, wipe out this factory of
ours, for the cheaper wages of Germany and France can easily
undersell us; and with this new plant in Japan it will be but
a short time, with their cheap labor, when Germany and France
will also be driven out of our market.

Mr. HARRISON of New York. Will the gentleman cour-
teously yield again?

Mr. GILLETT. Certainly.

Mr. HARRISON of New York. It is difficult for anyone to
foretell what the Japanese may or may not do.

Mr. GILLETT. I recognize that.

Mr, HARRISON of New York. I think it is fair to say up
to the present time their labor has been cheap only in the
amount of wages paid, but it has been very expensive labor in
the cost of the product they turn out.

Mr. GILLETT. This new plant, which is about ready to start,
will test the justice of the gentleman’s expectations; and I
think this extreme reduction of the duty on fiberloid or cellu-
loid and the avowed purpose to cut off all protection against
the different cost of labor in Germany or France or Japan is
characteristic of this whole bill and stamps it as a free-trade
experiment.

It was expected that this bill would provide an income tax,
but I think many of the original supporters of such a tax will
be grieved by the use made of it here. It was advocated as a
tax to be reserved for cases of great emergency, and yet now
$70,000,000 are to be raised by it in a period of profound peace
and unexcelled prosperity in order that salutary protection
may be taken away from some of our industries. I criticize,
too, the provision exempting from tax all incomes under $4,000.
The great majority of our people never hope to have $4,000 a
year, and they would be glad, if they could be assured of that
income, to pay a liberal tax on it to the Government. But by
making the limit of exemption much smaller, say $1,000, a
most important and desirable result could be attained. Then
every one who earned over a thousand dollars a year would have
a direct, personal, and keen interest in the expenditures of the
Nation, I do notcare how small the tax—Ilet it be a half of 1 per
cent, which would 50 cents on an income of $1,100 and $5 on an
income of $2,000—but let it rise and fall with the expenditures
of the administration. If the administration was economieal,
the tax would be only five on two thousand, but with increasing
expenditures the tax would have to be increased. Then for the
first time every citizen with an income over $1,000 would have a
personal interest in Government expenses. Then would be
brought to the notice of each man what kind of housekeeping
there was at Washington. To-day the ordinary voter is entirely
ignorant and indifferent as to the expensiveness of the adminis-
tration. The taxes are indirect; he does not feel that he is paying
them, and as long as his locality gets what it wants he is re-
gardless of what may be wasted in other localities. A Congress-
man is praised in proportion to the national money he gets
spent in his district, and the more extravagant he is the more
popular. An honest zeal for economy means to him only a loss
of votes. I recently heard a Congressman say that if he wished
to be popular he would vote against every tax and and in favor
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of .every appropriation. Under such conditions you can not
expect economical results. The Nation needs sorely some de-
vice to excite in the ordinary citizen a study of national
expenditures. Nothing would accomplish it so effectively as
imposing on him a small income tax, which should vary accord-
ing to the amount the Nation spent.

There never was a time when such a device was more needed
than just now. One of the most marked and obvious develop-
inents of recent years has been the enlarged scope of the activi-
ties of the National Government, and the subject has been de-
bated as incessantly as such an interesting phenomenon deserves,
and I do not intend to add my comments to the general discus-
gion. Being by tendency a Federalist, I see nothing disquieting
or alarming in mest of the new features of Federal power.
But there is one phase of the situation or trend which is seidom
mentioned, but which, as a member of the Appropriations Com-
mittee, has attracted my attention and concern, and that is its
eflect upon our national expenditures. 1 do not mean so much
the expense of these new activities—though in some cases that
is vast enough—but I mean more the constantly growing and
‘unchecked and endless expense which results and will result
from the new attitude of the people toward the National
Treasury.

I doubt if there is any phase of the new Federalism where
the growth is more prodigious or to me so appalling as here.
The people seem of late to be learning to look on the Federal
Treasury as a vast reservoir from which they can draw end-
lessly without exhausting it, and which will be kept full without
any burden on them. Conseguently, ench person’s interest and
constant endeavor seems to be to get for himself and his neigh-
borhood as large a share as possible of this free and gratuitous
outflow.

Such a state of mind on the part of our constituents is dan-
gerous in several ways. It is demoranlizing in the same way
that gambling is demoralizing to the individual, by inducing the
belief that work and industry and self-sacrifice are superfilnons,
that wants can be gratified withont effort. and that it Is not
honest exertion alone that is rewarded, but that there is an easy
wiy by which the same reward will fall in your lap withont
struggle or self-denial; that there is a father of boundless
wealth who can gratify all your wants withont expense to you
and that self-denial and economy are as superfluous as they are
inconvenient. ’ :

Nothing is so fatal to industry and enterprise as such a feel-
ing. It is most unfortunate for man or nation to learn to rely
for success on anything except his own steady effort. Yet such
a feeling is spreading all over the country.

And the people seem to be learning to believe not only that
Federal laws make prosperity but that they keep the Trensury
full without expense to them, and that the special occuparion of
each Congressman should be to decide how that Treasury ean
be emptied with most direct benefit to his locality. The very
immensity of our country makes such a belief and habit dan-
gerous. It is impossible for different sections to understand
the comparative needs and claims of each other. Their knowl-

ze of conditions Is not accurate enongh to give them a sound
basis for judgment, and there is not enongh mutual sympathy
and acquaintance to make them fair-minded in their deecisions,
go that there is a constant struggle of each to obtain all that it
can; and this, of eourse, lends to combinations, mutual conces-
sions, and shameless logrolling, all of which add expense and
outlay to the Nation.

The fact that our nntional taxation is largely indirect and its
burden unfelt by the mass of the people increases this tendeney
and encourages the desire to enlarge the national activities and
divert, as far as possible, burdens from the State and munici-
pality to the Nation.

And =0 an administration ean rush into expenses beyvond its
income without incurring that severe rebnke which would be
sure to follow if the people had to directly open thelr purses to
make good the deficiency. The only check here is the impend-
ing disgrece of a bond issne. In England an administration
whose expenditures exceeded its income by $20.000,000 would be
thrown out of power as incompetent and extravagant. and yet
we allow our expenses to exceed our income by $100.000.000 and
the people, instead of being disturbed and rebuking us and de-
manding a stricter economy, clamor loudly for still larger out-
lays and are heedless of the deficit.

England raises the bulk of her revenue by permanent taxes
which require no action by Parliament from year to year; but
in ‘order to adjust the income closely to expenses certain taxes
are voted only a year at a time, and the rate is raised or low-
ered according to the necessities of the year. For many years
the only taxes so treated were the income tax and the tax on
tea, but recently beer, tobacco, and spirits have been included

-skiliful logrolling.”

in the same class. These are all taxes which the people feel at
once, which they fret under and wish to be relieved of, and will
only endure when satisfied of their necessity; and so the popu-
larity of the administration is always concerned in their reduc-
tion, and there is a constant stimulus toward economy.

England needs such a stimulus less than we do because she
has a tremendous influence for economy in the fact that no
appropriation can be made except when recommended by the
Crown, which means by the ministers. Parliament can reduce
expenditures below the estimates of the ministry but can never
increase them. This gives vast power to the ministry and is a
prodigious buffer against extravagance.

We see too often in our appropriation bills illustrations of the
danger pointed out by Lowell in his work on the Government of
England, that * expenditures directly caused by the irresponsible
action of private members may originate in personal or loeal
feeling, and then be adopted through heedless good nature or
I think we should do well to borrow from
the longer experience of England and have a purely revenue
tax like this which the people would directly and keenly feel,
which would jmove up and down automatically with the condi-
tion of the Treasury, and which would act as a constant admo-
nition to the administration and the party in power to be
thrifty and economical.

This income tax would fulfill those conditions If it applied to
:g iigggmesl m-t:rtll $1.0(£. 00331 pmvlghed in this bill, no one with

me less than $4 8 reached by it, and consequen

1ess than one-half of 1 per cent of the people pay it or fee!r—ilty,
and its effect in awakening an interest in economy among the
people is insignificant. For that reason I hope the bill will be
amended, and a small tax imposed on incomes between $1.000
and $4.000. and thereby the interest of a great and influential
body of citizens will be aroused in national taxation and a
wholesome change will be initinted in the attitude of the Ameri-
can people toward national expenses.

Mr. PAYNE. Mr. Chairman, 1 yield to the gentleman from
Ka;\r{umsM[IMIl;. Murpock .

r. TRDOCK., Mr. Chairm I yield to the
from Washington [Mr. Famonznu]l.l' ¥ o

Mr. FALCONER. Mr. Chairman, in the time allotted to me
this afternoon I am going to talk to an item in the free list of
the proposed tariff bill Involving an industry of much Im-
portance to the State of Washington. y

In passing, however, I wish to observe that to the new Mem-
bers on the foor of the Hunse there have occurred some inter-
esting incidents that have added just a little zest and interest
to the proceedings. We have been highly entertained the past
few days by the efforts of the two old parties in their endeavor
to parade the legislative inconsistencies of the opposing forces.

The gentleman from Massachusetts, opening the debate last
Tuesday on the Republican side, partially stated a fact when
he suid in effect that the downfall of the Republican Party was
due In a large measure to the self-centered egotism of the men
in control—men who had become intoxicated with power ac-
quired by long continuance in office, and who, through disre-
gard for the demands of the people generally, had caused an
unrest and resentment on the part of the people which resulted
in defeat for the Republican forces at the polls in the recent
election. He might bave gone further, indeed, and said that the
same arrogant disposition of the men at the head of affairs in
this Nation was supported by a silent and unseen influence
which bheld in its greedy fingers the reins governing political
and legislative action.

It was this silent influence which, in some localities in this
country, exploited men. women. and children In certain indus-
trial centers that other men and combinations of men might
reap unearned and dishonest riches.

It was this silent influence that bronght about a condition
where one man of vast wealth disregarded the demands of the
Congress of the United States and refused to appear before its
cominittee.

The gentleman from Massachusetts, in glowing terms of
praise, referred to the gentleman from New York as the master
American mind in the science of tariff, and probably rightly so,
and then proceeded to explain that this man in whom the
country had much confldence was outvoted In the Ways and
Means Committee and forced to give his name to a bill that he
did not wish to father, but which he finally accepted and, out
of deference to his confréres “ complained not.”

The conclusion is that the arrogant mind of powerfnl forves
overrode the judgment of the tariff expert, resulting in dissipa-
tion and ruin to the Republican Party. :

I take it, sir, that the other side of the House will agree with
the remarks of the gentleman from Massachusetts.

L____—'—_—;——__'__
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The gentlemen on the Democratic side of the House, dem-
onstrated by the speech of the gentleman from Pennsylvania,
are still of the opinion that the tariff problem is a local prop-
osition.

In the district in which he resides he finds it convenient to
place the raw material on the free list and a duty on the
finished produect, inconsistent with the conclusion that in the
West the raw material should be taxed and the finished
product free. Iron ore to the Bethlehem Steel Co. free; their
finished product taxed. Wheat and cattle to the western miller
and butcher taxed, but flour and dressed beef free.

The gentlemen on the Democratic side of the House have
frequently referred to the Progressive forces, here represented,.
as misled enthusiasts, following the lead of one man. "The
Progressive forces are aware that in the recent campaign their
party was headed by a man who is the greatest constructive
genius produced by this or any other country in this generation.
The Progressive forces are graced by the men who are recog-
nized leaders in the thought and action of American life.

American history, speaking from its thousands of pages,
proclaims that the potential force back of every great move-
ment is not the councils or assemblies of men, but the earnest
purpose and dynamic force within the heart and mind of one
or a few men.

But, Mr. Chairman, limited time demands consideration of
the tariff relative to the shingle industry.

In considering the effect of the tariff bill now presented by
the Ways and Means Committee on the red-cedar shingle in-
dustry I submit that while the red-cedar shingle industry is a
comparatively small factor in the commerce of the United
States, it is an industry that means much to the people of the
State of Washington, and particularly that portion of the State
lying on the Pacific coast west of the Cascade Mountains. About
68 per cent of the entire quantity of shingles manufactured in
the United States are manufactured in this territory, and
within the next few years the shingle industry of the United
States will be pretty largely confined to the Pacific coast, since
the white cedar of the Central States and the cypress of the
Southern States is being manufactured into lumber products
bringing greater returns to the operators. There are 410
ghingle mills operated in the State of Washington, having a
yearly capacity of 45,000 carloads. You note that I use the
word “eapacity” and do not mean the output. These mills
employ about 15.000 men, over 99 per cent of whom are white
men eligible tq citizenship in the United States.

The shingle industry is one of the largest industrial factors in
western Washington. When the shingle mills are running and
employees are kept in steady employment the merchants have no
oceasion to complain of poor conditions. But when the shingle
mills of western Washington are closed down the effect is imme-
diately felt by practically every commercial line in the State.
Taking up the features of the independent shingle mill—that is,
the mill that is not combined with the lumber-producing mill—the
great bulk of raw material used in the manufacture of shingles
is comnosed of short, broken, and refuse cedar. As a matter of
fact, many of the mills to-day through the country, built at a
cost of a few thousand dollars—and there are many of them—
are a large factor in helping to develop logged-off lands of west-
ern Washington. The man who owns a few acres of logged-off
land and wishes to develop it finds it to his advantage to have
a market for his picked-up shingle timber in a local mill, for
he not only spends his time in converting this rough stuff into
shingle bolts, but at the same time finds that the stumpage price
he gets for this material gives him a very good day’s wage in
connection with his labor, for realizing $1 a cord stumpage,
together with $1.50 for labor involved in cufting a cord of
shingle bolts, he finds that he can earn better wages than he
could get from day labor working in an industrial center and
away from his family. And further, every stick of broken and
refuse timber that is taken by this method from his land helps
to improve the land and put it in a condition where it is less
expensive to clear for dairying and agricultural purposes.

The majority of shingle mills in western Washington are mills
that take this kind of material. Under the present law we
have a 50 cents per thousand duty on shingles. Previous to the
Payne-Aldrich bill we had a duty of 30 cents per thousand.
At the hearings before the committee it was proved to the satis-
faction of the members that 30 cents was not a sufficiently
high duty to put the Washington manufacturer on a working
basis with the British Columbia manufacturer.

The labor conditions in the shingle mills of western Wash-
ington are as wholesome and as satisfactory as are to be found
in probably any industry in the country, and the average shingle
weaver is an expert in his line, giving the best possible serv-
ice and demanding a high scale of wage. They demand and

receive a high scale of wage, and are entitled to it from the
expert workman’s standpoint.

The mills while in operation are gencrally ran under high
tension and at full capacity, and the shingle weaver who meets
the gemands of his occupation realizes that he is in hazardous
work.

Out of the 15000 men employed in the shingle industry in
the State, there are thousands of men whose hands bear evi-
dence that they are employed in a hazardous industry. There’
is probably no class of men who have a finer regard for their
responsibility to the men who employ them than the employees
in the shingle industry. 3

The amount of money involved in the raw material in a
thousand shingles is about 20 cents. Putting shingles on the
free list is not only cutting out the entire value of the raw
material, but takes 30 cents off of the labor involved in the
production of a thousand shingles. So this bill presents the
fact that it is neither the intention of those who have framed
the bill to make an allowance for the raw material or to give
any protection to the men employed in the labor of producing
shingles.

I have previously stated that the capacity of the ghingle mills
in western Washington is about 45,000 carloads per annum.
will say here that the output of shingles is very much less than
that amount, because of the fact that on an average the shingle
mills of Washington are shut down several months each year,
due to an overproduction of shingles in the United States.
With that condition obtaining in our own country there is cer-
tainly no demand for the importation of shingles from a foreign
country. There is probably no manufaecturing line that makes a
stronger demand for economy of management than the shingle-
manufacturing industry, due to the ups and downs and irregu-
larities of the shingle market.

If a shingle operator could make 20 cents a thousand it would
be considered a splendid return for the money invested in his
plant. Looking at the matter from this angle, if we would allow
20 cents as the average for raw material and 20 cents for the
manufacturers’ profit, it would mean that $1.50 to $1.75 would
go to labor. There are few industries in the United States
where the product gives such a large per cent to labor, and it
will appear that the Ways and Means Committee have over-
looked the necessity of giving proper consideration to this fea-
ture of the shingle industry.

If this bill becomes a law we find the shingle manufacturers
of Washington confronted by conditions obtaining in British
Columbia which will operate greatly to their disadvantage.
From the best authority I have been able to get the shingle mills
of British Columbia could produce 50 per cent more shingles
than they have produced the last two years, and the only rea-
son that the British Columbia mills, with cheap labor and cheap
raw material, have not run to full capacity is the fact that the
£ per cent duty has kept them out of our territory. It has been
suggested by those who favor taking the duty off of this product
that the Canadian mill operators have already, during the past
few years, been shipping shingles into the United States. That
within itself is an argument showing that labor and stumpage
conditions over there are such as to give them a great advantage
over the manufacturers of our own country, and this advantage
is due to the cheap labor and stumpage of British Columbia.
British Columbia has all the advantages of natural timber re-
sources to be found in the State of Washington, and greater
advantages, due to the fact that the shingle mavufacturers and
lumber manufacturers have not operated in that territory for
any great length of time. For hundreds of miles along the
coast lines of British Columbia and Vancouver Island are to be
found fine stands of cedar timber, with the finest kind of trans-
portation facilities, and stumpage on this timber is much less
than the stumpage on a like quality of timber in the State of
Washington.

There is already a large number of mills in British Columbia,
and with the Underwood tariff bill in effect there is much tim-
ber there to furnish raw material for a large number of addi-
tional mills.

Only a small portion of British Columbia timber is exported
to the United States, and on this that is exported from Crown
grant lands there is an export duty of from $1 to $3 per thou-
sand feet. In addition to this, there is a transportation ex-
pense and towage amounting to about $1 a thonsand feet for
bringing these logs from Vancouver to the Puget Sound mills.
The logger in British Columbia handling cedar logs would pre-
fer to sell his logs in Vancouver on the British Columbia side
at a price of from $2 to $4 per thousand less than he would
sell the same quality of logs to the American mill operator and
assume the risk of transportation.
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This gives to the Canadian manufacturer an advantage aver-
aging 30 cents a thousand added to the difference in labor, which
makes the present duty a necessity in order to put the Wash-
ington manufacturer on a par with his British Columbia com-
petitor.

Seventy-five per cent of the labor employed in the mills of
British Columbia at the present time is oriental, Chinese,
Hindun, and Japanese labor., whose methods of living would not

“appeal to the average white laborer. Their wages are very
much less than the employees in the American mills, and the
wage earner of Washington is not now and never will be in a
frame of mind to accept wages on a par with the oriental.

The cheap-labor factor involved in this matter has been thor-
oughly presented to the Ways and Means Committee in former
investigations of this industry, but I again ecall the attention of
the Members of the House to some of the details. It will be
conceded that the natives of India, the Hindu, are British sub-
jects and have a right, under the laws of Great Britain, to
enter the Dominion of Canada, providing they ecan pass the
proper medical examination and have in their possession suffi-
cient money at the time of entering to insure them a competency
until they have had reasonable time to obtain employment.
Twenty-five dollars has been fixed by the officials of British
Columbia as a sufficient amount to pass an Asiatic Immigrant
into the Province. The Chinese are permitted to enter into and
work in British Columbia upon a head tax of $500 in each case,
after having successfully passed the medical examination. From
an economic standpoint it costs $500 to introduce a Chinese
workman to employment in British Columbia, and that amount,
borrowed at 7 per cent. is equivalent to about 12 cents per
working day. While $500 per capita might seem to be a barrier
to the entry of thesa people, it does not operate to keep the
Chinese out, for in less than three years, 1907 to 1909, 8,000
Chinamen entered Vancouver, British Columbia.

Under the terms of the treaty of Japan and Great Britain,
ratified by the Government of the Dominion of Canada, Japa-
nese subjects have the right to freely enter British Columbia
for the purpose of employment. It has been suggested that
there is an official understanding whereby only 500 Japanese
per annum are to be given passports entitling them to work
in the Dominion of Canada. This, or a similar agreement, has
been in effect for a number of years prior to 1807, and yet since
that time many thousands of Japanese have immigrated into
British Columbia, so that at the present time about 80 per cent
of the labor employed in these mills is oriental, receiving a
much less wage than is pald the American workman—in fact,
a wage that any self-respecting American workman would re-
fuse to accept.

These are the relative conditions obtaining in Washington
and British Columbia at the present time; but if the Underwood
bill becomes a law it is very probable that conditions will be
grently altered in the State of Washington as well as in British
Columbia ; for there are many men now engaged in the manu-
facture of shingles in the State of Washington who, under the
advantages offered in British Columbia in cheaper timber and
cheaper labor, would be forced to retire from business, and
naturally they would look for locations in British Columbia,
which wonld result in building up the shingle industry in Brit-
ish Columbia to the detriment of that industry in the State of
Washington. As a matter of fact, a number of Americans have
already purchased tracts of timber in British Columbia, thus
fortifying themselves in the event that shingles are placed on
the free list. One shingle operator, who is now employing 130
men in the State of Washington, and who is known as one of
the oldest and most substantial shingle operators in the State.

- personally stated that if the duty was removed from shingles
that he would immediately proceed to the erection of a mill in
British Columbia, where he would manufacture a tract of
timber that he recently purchased. His argument was that the
Canadian railroads gave § cents a hundred pounds better rate
to eastern markets than the Ameriean rates, which means the
benefit of 8 to 10 cents per thousand. He further stated that
the fact that the bolt camp men of British Columbia were re-
ceiving less money for their labor was one of the factors that
made him decide on this change of loeation.

IFurther, he took the position that British Columbia, with her
unlimited shore line, bestudded with the best guality of cedar, and
accessible ocean shipping facilities, offered an excellent opportu-
nity to the enterprising shingle manufacturer when the Panama
Canal opens. In foreign ships, with cheaper freight rates than
the American, he could, and would, ship his shingles to all
Pacific and Atlantic coast cities, with all the advantages of the
open market. Hence it would seem that the anticipated im-
provement in the shingle industry of the Washington mills

caused by the opening of the Panama Canal may not mate-
rialize, and our manufacturers will find the competition above
referred to.

The shingle industry is a distinct industry from the Tumber
industry. A man of comparatively small eapita]l can engage in
the shingle industry and use his capital in connection with his
own labor, and in that way get a good living wage:; while the
combination lumber and shingle mill takes much capital and,
as a matter of fact, those plants are in the hands of men of
large means. Many of these lumber manufacturers have large
tracts of timber land on the Canadian side, and they offer no
opposition to free lumber and shingles. They are in a position
where it will do them little injury, but the man with just suf-
ficient means to engage in the shingle industry will be forced to
stand the brunt of this free-trade experience. While it may
seem to those having the making of this bill in Land that the
shingle industry is an item of : aall importance in the general
industrial field, yet it weuld seem that 15,000 workmen, support-
ing from 50,000 to 75.000 people, is an item worth while and
worthy of the consideration of th: men who have the affairs
of this Govern: ent in hand.

From the standpoint of conservation there may be some argu-
ment why lumber should be put on the free list, but there is
certainly mo argument advocating free shingles that can be
sustained. In the early lisiory of the lumber and shingle in-
dustry in the State of Washington, the finest quality of cedar
was manufactured into shingles, as is practically the case now
in Sritish Columbia, but of late years the logged-off lands from
which the timber v as cut years ago and from wiic. the No. 1
timber was removed, to-day furnishes the raw material for the
shinele mill. A fe,- years avo this same material was rolled
into heaps and burned in the process of lana clearing. And,
further, the refuse from the lumber mills which was discard.d
to the slab pile and the refuse burner is to-day manufactured
into shingles, a by-product of the lumber business, thus at the
present time making use of material that under less favorable
conditions was necessarily wasted. A practical millman knows
that it costs more to mannfrcture shingles from second and third
grade material than it does from No. 1 material, and with the
duty removed from shingles it is a ruestion whether or not much
of this material will not again be destroyed rather than com-
pete with mills on the other side of the line that are cutting
better grade mzterial. There does not sec 3 to be a sinzle good
reason why shingles should be put on the free list, and it ap-
pears to one who is familiar with the business that the Ways -
and Means Committee has overlooked the sigaificance of the
shingle industry.

You are removing the duty on shingles, bringing the American
manufacturer into competition with the shingle manufaecturer
of British Columbia. Your action is entirely to the advantage
of the foreign manufacturer, and you are asking and receiving
nothing in return. You propose to put shingles on the free list,
but on practically everything that the shingle manufacturer
guys in the equipment and operation of his plant is a heavy

uty.

Schedule O of the Underwood bill provides:

ScuepuLe C.—Metals, and manufactures of.
Fer cent

ad valorcm,
Earthenware, crockery, dishes 40
Boiler iron___ 15
Bands
Bands coated with sinc or tin
Mill shafting
Nails___
Wire rope.
Anvils
Blacksmith's hammers, wed
Bolts, butts, washers._
Spiral not locks and lock washers
Cast-iron pipe
Chains.

tools

Cutlery
Files and rasps.

Rivets, studs, or steel points
Crosscut and mill saws.
Wood screws.
Locomotive wheels 25
Steam engines and locomotives. 15

Foodstuffs that furnish his bolt and logging camps, in the
main, are heavily taxed:

ScHEDULE G.—Agricultural products and provisions.
Cattle, 10 _per cent ad valorem.
Horses and mules valued at $200 or less, $15 gm- head.
Horses and mules valued at more than si'oo. 10 per cent nd valorem.
Sheep, 10 per cent ad valorem.
Barley, 15 cents per bushel of 48 pounds.
Barley, rled, hulled, or patent, 1 cent per pound.
Macaroni, 1 cent per ponnd.
Oats, 10 cents per bushel of 32 p ds,
Rice, cleaned, 1 eent per pound.
Wheat, 10 cents per bushel.
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Biscuits and bread, 25 cent ad valorem.
Butter and butter substitutes, 3 cents per pound.
Cheese and substitutes, 20 per cent ad valorem.
Beans, 25 cents per bushel of 60 pounds.
E 2 cents per dozem.
Hay, $2 per ton.
Peas, green or driled, 1n bulk, 15 cents per bushel of 60 pounds.
Eplit peas, 25 cents per bushel of 60 pounds.
Straw, 5O cents per ton,
Vegetables, not heretofore mentioned, 15 per cent ad valorem.
Dried fruits and berries, 1 cent per pound.
ScHEDULE N.—Sundries.

Harness, 20 per cent ad valorem,

Your economics are based on a strange principle, giving
everything to the foreigner and receiving nothing in return. It
wonld appear more reasonable to at least keep the duty on
Ameriean forest products until such time as the Dominion of
Cnnada removes her export doty, for it would be possible
to get logs from British Columbia and from the Dominion of
Cannda to furnish the raw material for our mills; then we
could still continue to operate our mills on this side of the line,
and by so doing not only give employment to men now located
in their respective localities, but give the mill owner an oppor-
tunity to receive the benefit of the money already invested in
mill construction in our country. In this connection I guote
from a letter received to-day:

If vou want to put the hundreds of little shingle mills that give em-
?lm-ment to thousands out of business take the tariff off of shinglesa.
t is absolutely a question of living with us that we should be pro-
tected, and for at least 50 cents a thousand. We use timber that
would be a complete waste were it not for this industry.
RocxrorT MILL Co.,
By Gro. C. LEMCKR, President.

This is characteristie of letters written by many operators,
inclnding P. 8. Mendal, Custer, Wash.; M. W. Parish, Cuoster,
Wash. ; Kanaskat Lumber & Shingle Co., Tacoma, Wash. ; New-
comb & MecDaniels Shingle Co., Stanwood, Wash.; Douglas
Fir Sales Co., Portland, Oreg.; Alex Polson, Hoquiam, Wash.;
Anncortes Chamber of Commerce, Anacortes, Wash.; Rucker
Bros,, Everett, Wash.; High Point Mill Co., High Point, Wash.;
Bertrain Shingle Co., Lynden, Wash. ; Ilenry Carstens, Seattle;
John MeMasters Shivgle Co., Seattle; Index-Galena Co., Index,
Wash.: Buckeye Lumber Co., Seattle; Shingle Manufacturers’
Associntion (representing 175 millg), Seattle; Pacific Const
Shippers’ Association, Seattle; Woods Creek Mill Co., Monroe.
Wash.; C. A. Blackman & Ce., Everett, Wash.; Wilcox Shingle
Co., Aberdeen, Wash.; Grays Harbor Shingle Co., Aberdeen,
Wash.;: East Hoquiam Shingle Co., Aberdeen, Wash.; Aberdeen
Lumber & Shingle Co., Aberdeen, Wash.; Northwestern Lum-
ber Co.. Hoguiam, Wash.; Clough-Hartley Co., Everett, Wash.;
Hogquinm Commereial Club, Hoquiam, Wash.; Cooperative
Shingle Co., Bothell, Wash.; Everett Commercial Club, Everett,
Wash.; FEdmonds Mill Co., Edmonds, Wash.; Crown Lumber
Co., Mukilteo, Wash.; A B C Shingle Co., Edmonds, Wash.;
A C Mill Co., Edmonds, Wash.; Union Shingle Co.. Edmonds,
Wash ; Wasser-Mowatt Shingle Co., Edmonds, Wash.; Seattle
Chamber of Commerce, Seattle; Seattle Commercial Club,
Seattle; Coats Shingle Co.; Consolidated Lumber & Shingle
Co., Bellingham, Wash.; the Atlas Lumber Co. Seattle; the
Reliance Co., Seattle, Wash.

In conclusion I submit a copy of resolutions adopted by the
International Shingle Weavers® Union of America, in conven-
tion at Olympia, Wash., January 4, 5, and 6, 1909:

Whereas during the past 10 years there has been a tariff of 30 cents per
thousand on shingles imported by the United States;

Whereas during all this time the Imports of Canadlan shingles into
ithe Unlted States have steadily inereased, have doubled In the last
few yenrs, and in the years 1007 and 1908 reached the large total
of 8009 earloads, through which the wage loss to the white work-
men in the Washington ﬂh[n%!e industry anmounted to approximately
§1,000,000, or practically $40,000 per month;

Whercas the shingle manufacturers in British Columbia are able to
infifet this enormons foss on the wage earners in the Washington
shingle industry through the employment of Asiaties, who compose
80 per cent of the working forces Iln the British Columbia shingle
millg, and who accept a very much lower wage compensation and a
very much lower standard of living than can the all-white labor of
the Washington shingle industry;

Whereas the white wageworkers in the Washington shingle industry
have better and hizgher conceptions of the industrial, social, hygienie,
and mcral well-being and, realizing the ideals of their race and
Nation, have trained themselves to canform to a standard of living
in accordance with American ideas of American civilization ;

Whereas the Inereasing ifmports by the United States of Asiatic-made
shingles of DBritish Columbia constitute a menace to American
institutions by driving white workmen out of the Washington shingle
mills, depriving these workmen of the means to maintain themselves
and familles, thns lessening the amount of money  available to
farmers, merchants, and other business men in the {Tnited States ;

Whereas the wage earners in the Washington shingle mills have been
enforcedly idle nearly 12 months during the past 24 months;

Whereas they are, to a great extent, egﬁ:ged in producing shingles
from fallen, fire-blackened, and other cedar that would be otherwise
wiasted and be a dead loss to the State and to the Nation ;

Whereas the first consideration of the United States Government should
be the welfare of its own citizens; and

Whereas it iz understoed that some misinformed people now advocate
the reduction of the present tariff of 30 cents per thousand, which is
even now an inadequate protection against Asiatic shingles made in
British Columbla; whercfore, for these remsons we respectfully and
firmly protest against any reduction of the present tariff, and we do
earnestly and strongly arge all legislatures to save the Industry and
to protect our ne:essary wage interest by fixing an adeguate pro-
teetive tarif ageinst Asiatic-made shingles, a riff of preferably
50 cents per thousand:

Vated, That a copy of these resolutlons be sent to each member of
the Washington State Lezislature, with the request that they memo-
rialize Congress to grant the Washington shingle industry an adequate
protective tariff of preferably 50 cents per thousand;

Voted, That the Ways and Means Committee of the Honse of Repre-
sentatives and United States Congressmen from shingle-manufacturing
districts covered by the International Shingle Weavers’ Union of
Amerlea be furnished with copies of these general rssoé:utino:g.w“

Prestdent International Shingle Weavers® Union of America.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. I yield to the gentleman from Missouri
[Mr, RUssgLL].

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Missouri [Mr. Rus-
SELL] is recognized. [Applause on the Demoecratic side.]

Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. Chairman, I was very deeply interested
in the address of my standpat friend from Pennsylvania [Mr.
Moose]. It was to me a new performance. I have heard that
on some former occasion some Member of the House procured
another Member to agk him questions in order to emphasize his
speech, but this is the first time I have ever observed that a
Member of the House was driven to the necessity of obtaining
the services of the reading clerk to ask him questions in order
to emphasize his speech. After all, it may be a convenient prac-
tice, because it seems to me that a man can better answer
questions that he himself writes than he conld answer gues-
tions asked by some one on the outside. [Laughter and applause
on the Democratic side.]

I am glad, however, to see my Republican friend gé in part-
nership with a Democratic reading clerk for any purpose.
[Laughter.] There is but one objection I can find to that per-
formance, and that is that, as the boys back In my district
would say, I do not think he * toted fair.” I believe he ought
to have “ swapped work " with the reading clerk and permitted
him to answer some questions. Knowing the reading clerk (H.
Martin Williams], as I do, I believe if he had done that the
speech would have been a much better speech. [Laughter on
the Democratic side.]

I have not made any arrangements with anyone to ask me
questions, and I presume that there will be none propounded,
s0 I will content myself with making my own speech unaided.

Mr. Chairman, I realize, as everyone must realize, that the
Democratic Party is to-day on trial before the American people
as judges, and for the present that party must stand or fall by
the verdict rendered.

This bill was prepared by a Demoecratic committee, revised
and approved by a Democratie caueus, will be passed by a Dem-
ocratic Congress, and signed by a Democratic President. It is
an honest and a consistent effort of the Democratic Representa-
tives to fulfill the party's pledges made to the people in the piat-
form upon which a Democratic President and this Demoecratie
House were elected. DIersonally I did not favor :ome of the
rates fixed. but I believe it is a good bill as a whole, and that it
will be beneficial to the country at large. It is a party measure,
and as a Democrat I shall vote for it, and am willing to polit-
ically sink or swim, survive or perish, as the fortunes of my
party shall decree.

There is no guestion but that a great majority of the people
of this country have come to realize that the tariff taxes now
imposed, especially upon the necessaries of life, are too high,
and that the burdens now borne by the consuming measses are
too great. All politieal parties admit that fact, and all of them
have promised to give relief.

TLe Republican Party in its platform of 1908, in response to a
growing demand, even in its own ranks, promised, if successful
in that contest, a speedy revision of the tariffl. True, the words
of the platform wer» not clear as to the character of the prom-
ised revision, but Mr. Taft, the candidate for the Presidency
upon that platform and the authoritative spokesman of his
party, construed this declaration to mean a substantial down-
ward revision. No intelligent man ever believed that the
leaders of the Republican Party intended to have the voters of
the country believe that an upward revision was contemplated.

President Taft, after his election, in good faith, as I believe,
called Congress together in extraordinary session to carry out
the promises of his party. That Congress did pass the so-
called Payne-Aldrich law, but instead of revising the tariff
downward they made the monumental mistake of revising it
upward, thereby violating the promises its platform and its
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leaders had made to the country, decelving the voters, and be-
traying the people who trusted them.

In my opinion, if the Republicans in the Sixty-first Congress
had been true to the people and faithful to their promises, Mr.
Taft would have had no opposition in his own party for re-
nomination, and would have been reelected and in the White
House to-day.

The Democratic Party has for many years contended that the
tariff taxes were too high, especially upon the necessaries of
life, and promised in its platform of last year that, if successful,
they would favor a prompt revision and a reduction of import
duties, and thereby lessen the burdens of the toiling masses.
In obedience to that well-known party prineciple, and in fulfillment
of our promises made to the people in that campaign, we are
here in extraordinary session, called by President Wilson, to
redeem our pledges. We should be, and we will be, true to our
constituencies and true to the promises we made to them.
[Applause on the Democratic side.]

It has always been, and now is, a difficult problem to revise
and to rearrange the tariff duties upon the 4,000 articles em-
braced within a general tariff law, as each section and each
district represented in this House is anxious to be fairly and
justly treated in the reductions made. Of course all Democrats
agree, as I do, to the time-honored principle of our party, that
all tariff taxes should be levied for revenue only, and not for
protection.

Speaking for myself, I may say that I believe that this Gov-
ernment has no right, and ought not to be permitted under the
Constitution, to use the taxing power for any other purpose than
that of raising revenue to pay the necessary expenses of the
Government, and I dare say the framers of the organic law
never intended that it should be used for any other purpose.
This position is and has long been a cardinal doctrine of the
Democratie faith. 8till, we know that a tax levied, even for
revenue only, when placed upon articles from foreign countries
that are imported, and that come into competition with similar
articles produced here necessarily carries some incidental pro-
tection, and, naturally, every section desires, in the readjust-
ment of rates of duty, to get its fair share of the incidental
benefits that must follow the imposition of taxes upon competi-

tive articles from abroad. This bill, I believe, to be, a8 a whole,

reasonable and fair and one that will do but little, if any,
injustice to any section of the country, but one that will be
of great benefit to the country at large, and especially to the
toiling millions, whose only investment is the labor of their
lhands and who must buy all of their food and clothing.

This bill is not as I would have written it, and doubtless no
may in this House would have written it exactly as it is. The
able chairman of the Ways and Means Committee, Mr. UNDER-
woob, has frankly stated that it is not as he would have written
it, but I think that we who are Demeocrats recognize that in pre-
paring the bill the committee has made an honest effort to carry
out the principle for which our party stands, and an honest
endeavor to fulfill our promises to the people.

The Democratic Party has always favored lower taxes upon
the necessaries of life that are required for the comfort, the
welfare, and the pleasure of the inmates of our American homes,
and have contended that the highest taxes should be placed upon
the luxuries of life to be borne by the wealthy, who are better
able to bear them. That principle has been followed in this
bill and I believe will be approved by the country,

I understand that there has been some alarm felt and ex-
pressed because of reductions of tariff duties upon some farm
products which are largely preduced in Missouri and in the
district that I represent, and I desire to speak briefly of some
of the provisions of tlie bill, especially from the viewpoint of my
constituents,

The people of that district are as intelligent, industrious, and
patriotic as any to be found in this Republic, and as their Rep-
resentative I shall try to now and at all times look at proposed
legislation from their standpoint, as well as to consider the gen-
eral good of the whole country.

Lumber, corn, meat, hogs, and potatoes are by this bill placed
upon the free list, but I am convinced that no country can pro-
duce any of these, pay the freight, and sell them in any market
in which we sell iu competition with us. We export more of
these commodities than we import, and so long as we are large
exporters of these products the home producer need have liftle
fear of injurious competition from abroad.

The lumber interests in my district are fast disappearing, as
our forests have been mostly denuded and timber is rapidly dis-
appearing ; but even if this bill should cheapen the price the
home builder, the home owner, and the farmers who must buy
lJumber and building materials far outnumber those who manu-
facture and sell.

Corn and hogs are not imported into this couniry now and
ean not be profitably imported and sold here in competition with
the home producers. No protection upon them is pecessary, and
even if a fariff should be imposed it would be without effect.

Potatoes are not grown to any great extent in my distriet; enly
about 100,000 bushels are produced annually, which is not
enough to supply the demand for home consumption. The price
will probably not be materially affected in Missouri; but even
if reduced, it will be to my constituents as a whole not an in-
jury but a benefit.

Meat is placed upon the free list, but the farmers and stock
raisers of my district do not sell meat but do sell the live stock,
The price of meat in recent years has been relatively too high
as compared with the price of cattle and hogs by reason of the
packers in the United States being in a combination and the
prices fixed and controlled by the Beef Trust. It is hoped and
believed that by placing meat upon the free list that it will give
soma relief to the people of the country, who have been com-
pelied to pay exorbitant prices in the past, without any refer-
ence to the price paid to the stock raiser for his cattle and with-
out any benefit resulting to him.

A tax of 10 per cent ad valorem is placed upon cattle, svhich
will be a fair protection to the stock raisers of my distriet and
the entire country against competition from Canada, Mexlco. or
any of the other foreign countries.

When the reciprocity bill was considered two years ago I
made a speech in which I gave as my opinion that even with
free trade Canada could not produce wheat, pay the freight to
our markets, and sell in competition with our farmers. I be-
lieved this statement to be true at that time, and I believe it
to be true to-day. But this bill does not place wheat upon the
free list, but imposes a duty of 10 cents per bushel upon all
importations, and certainly no well-informed man will elaim
that with a tax of 10 cents per bushel upon wheat that the farm-
ers of Canada or of any other nation on earth ean pay that tax
for the privilege of bringing their wheat into this country, and
pay freight charges in addition, and compete with the wheat
producers in any section of this country, and especially in an
interior State like Missouri, so far from the Canadian border.
The tax of 10 cents per bushel carried in this bill is just as
much protection to the farmers of Missouri as the present rate
of 25 cents per bushel would be. ,

There is no industry in the district that I represent that will,
in my opinion, be perceptibly affected by the enactment of this
bill, but even if, as a result of its enactment, a slight reduction
should follow in the prices of some of our products—including
lumber, corn, wheat, cattle, meat, and potatoes—the answer is,
there are many more people, even in that distriet, who buy and
consume lumber, bread, meat, and potatoes than there are who
produce them, and the producers of these products will not
lament the fact if the toiling masses should get some relief
against the present high cost of living. But even if there should
prove to be some reduction in the price of some of the products
mentioned, there will be a corresponding benefit to the pro-
ducers of these commodities in the reduced price of things that
they must buy that will more than offset any loss sustained.

This bill places upon the free list and will, we believe, reduce
the price of all farm implements, salt, sugar, boots, shoes, and
clothing that the farmers buy, which I believe will more than
compensate them for any reduction in the prices of the com-
modities that they produce. -
| The income-tax feature of this bill is one that has been advo-
cated by the Demoecratic Party for many years, is approved by
the country, and is generally conceded to be equitable and just.
We are sometimes told that no punishment should be inflicted
upon a man for his thrift. This law is not proposed as a
punishment, but for the purpose of equitably distributing the
burdens of taxation.

I have a profound admiration for a man who by his industry,
his intelligence, and his management honestly accumulates
great wealth, but I have a genuine sympathy for the more
unfortunate man, who is often as honest and industrious as his
prosperous brother, but who, without his fault, by mismanage-
ment or otherwise, has utterly failed in a financial way, and
who is not only poor and homeless but compelled to toil for his
daily bread.

Paying taxes is not a delightful exercise at best, and no man
really enjoys that performance. Some writer of doggerel verse
bas said:

No one gets all he wants,
And none gets what he axes;
But if he did he'd want the earth
And then growl about the taxes.

I once heard a very important lawsuit argued in the supreme
court of my State. The purpose of the suit was to break the will
of a testator upon the ground of his mental incapacity to make
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it. As evidence to sustain this contention it was shown that
he in his lifetime used every art known in his day to dodge the
payment of taxes. Such a judicial finding as that would reflect
seriously upon the sanity of many of our wealthy men and
so-called eaptains of finance of this age of the world.

Taxes are a burden that must be borne by the public in some
way. The theory of paying taxes is that we pay for the pro-
tection to life and property furnished and guaranteed by the
law. Therefore the more property we have to protect the more
benefit we get from the law and the more taxes we should pay.
This principle is recognized and followed in school districts,
cities, counties, and States. In all of these smaler subdivisions
of government we pay taxes in proportion to the assessed valne
of our property; but under the present system no man pays
taxes upon his wealth, his lands, his bonds, or his income for
the support of the Government, but all taxes for that purpose
have been paid by the consumers of the country when they pur-
chased the taxed articles. We have paid taxes, not upon what
we had, net according to the benefits received, not according
to our ability to pay, but the wealthy have paid taxes accord-
ing to the amount and value of the taxed goods they elected to
buy, and the poor have paid taxes according to the value of the
necessaries of life they were compelled to buy. Hence it may
be logically asserted that the poor man with a large family
has paid more taxes to support the Government than the
wesalthy man with a small family.

The Democratic Party has long contended that the present
system of taxation, standing alone, is neither equitable nor just,
and has advocated the enactment of an income-tax law. Such a
law was passed by Congress during Cleveland’s administration,
but was declared by the Supreme Court to be unconstitutional.
Since that time a constitutional amendment has been submitted
by Congress and ratified by three-fourths of the States authoriz-
ing the enactment of such a law, and now at the first oppor-
tunity offered this Democratic Congress proposes to enact this
bill to carry out the policy that the Demeocratic Party has long
favored and advoeated. .

The proposed law exempts $4,000 to every individual or
family and provides for a tax of 1 per cent upon all incomes
in excess of $4.000 per annum up to $20,000, with an increasing
rate of tax upon incomes up to $100,000 per annum, and upon
incomes in excess of that amount the rate is to be 4 per cent.

This tax is, to my mind, the fairest tax ever levied against
mortal man, as if places a small part of the expenses of the
Government upon the wealth of the country that is best able
to pay it and who enjoy the greatest benefits under it. Under
this law it is estimated that $70,000,000 per annum in revenue
will be realized annually, which will to that extent lessen the
taxes now being paid upon other commodities and has made it
possible for this Congress in this bill to reduce the tariff taxes
upon the necessaries of life that are now used in every home of
the land.

This is a good bill and one that I believe to be for the benefit
of the whole country and especially for the toiling masses. It
is a Democratic bill prepared by Demoeratic hands proposing
to carry out Democratic policies and attempting in good faith
to fulfill our promises to our Democratic constituencies. It
should and will be promptly passed by this Democratic House.
[Loud applause on the Democratic side.]

Mr. HELVERING. Mr. Chairman, at the outset I wish to
‘congratulate the Ways and Means Committee and the Demo-
cratic Party that we have before us a measure which lifts
some of the burdens off of the shoulders of the masses and lets
the wealth of the Nation earry a part of its legitimate load—
a bill which lifts the tax from the breakfast and dinner table
of the unfortunate poor and places it upon the plethoric income
of the more fortunate rich.

And right here I want to emphasize what is a fact. I am in
favor of this bill not becanse I am bound by any caucus but
for the reason that in the main it represents the sentiment of
the people of my State and of my district. My people are de-
pendent upon the products of the soll. Moderate competencies
are with them the rule, while swollen fortunes are practically
unknown, and they have never been here knocking upon the
doors of Congress asking for special favors. For years they
have been carrying an unjust portion of the burden of taxation
in that everything they had to buy was purchased in a restricted
market and at enhanced prices, while everything they had to
sell was regulated by the prices in the world's market, and I
am here to use my vote and my voice to the end that this burden
shall now be mere equitably distributed.

Last year I went before my people and advocated free sugar;
also announced my full approval of the terms of the Farmers'
Free-List Bill passed by the lower House of the Sixty-second
Congress. I explained why I was for free meats, free sugar,

free farming implements, lumber, and other products. My posi-
tion was indorsed, and therefore I feel that when my voice is
raised in favor of this bill I am but voicing the sentiments of
my people.

My State raises sugar beets, and we also have a beet-sugar
factory. But when I learned that sugar was shipped from Call-
fornia and Colorado points, the freight rate absorbed by the
manufacturer and the product sold in the eastern market at a
price lower than that charged the consumer at the point where
the sugar was manulactured, it was elear to my mind that an
unjust tribute was being exacted. Furthermore, when the testi-
mony was given that the Union Sugar Co. of Califernia, last
year paid 100 per cent profit and that on January 6 Colorado
beet sugar sold in New York for 4.60 and in Denver for 5.20, I
could not help but feel that the Denver consumer was not get-
ting a fair deal.

After evidence had been brought out to show that Colorade
beet sugar had been shipped as far east as Pittsburgh, freight
to the amount of £J cents per hundred paid upon it, and then
was sold cheaper than it was sold to the Colorado consumer,
Mr. F. B. Case, of California, a beet-sugar manufacturer, ex-
plained this process, and his explanation is of such interest that
I quote it. You will find it on page 2431 of the Tariff Hear-
ings. Mr. Case said:

Our strr&lus product must find its market in some consuming com-
munity. ‘e therefore ship the sugar which Is not consumed at home
to the Missouri River, the Mississippi River, Chicago, and as far east
as Cincinnati and Pittsburgh. To ship our sugar this long distance re-
quires payment of an excessive freight rate. ere we not permitted to
receive more for our sugars at home than we recelve in Cinciunati and
Pittsburgh we would go out of business entirely.

A more indefensible proposition than this was never advanced.
The admission that the home consumer, adjacent to the factory,
has no advantage in the facility with which the product is de-
livered to him and has to pay more than has the consumer
2,000 miles away is a frank confession of pernicious looting,
whieh I believe will be made impossible by this new tariff law.

No one for one moment believes that Colorado or California
sugar is sold in the East at a loss. Therefore it inevitably fol-
lows that there is a margin of profit in the freight paid and in
the difference in price at which the product is sold at home and
in the East which would provide ample margin for reduection in
selling price to meet new tariff conditions without affecting the
price paid the farmer for his beets. Swollen profits would be
diminished, but no honest industry would be injured.

A few months ago there came to my desk a circular issued by
a banking and brokerage firm of classic Boston, in whieh a plea
was made for a “safe and sane” revision of the tariff. It was
pointed out that wonderful prosperity had followed In the wake
of the protective policy, and while here and there might be
rates which needed a slight adjustment, nevertheless it would
be well to not make any radieal reductions—it would be better
to “ let well enough alone.,”

Naturally I was interested in learning who were the parties
who did not want to be disturbed, and in turning over the pages
of the literature sent to me I find that the brokerage firm has
listed a number of stocks for sale, and the statistics which I pro-
pose to give are those quoted by this firm of bankers and brokers.

First, let us take the Draper Co., of Hopedale, Mass., manu-
facturers of cotton machinery. And in passing I would like to
call the attention of our Massachusetts friend, who so much
dreads the effect of the new tariff rates, to the faet that even
in these prosperous times of Payne-Aldrichism there are serious
labor troubles at the Draper plant at Hopedale, just as there
were in Lawrence but a short time ago.

And speaking of the situation at Hopedale, T want to ecall
your attention to the following item from the Washington
Herald of this morning, which wounld go to show that the oper-
ator who seeks a part of the benefit of Payne-Aldrichism re-
ceives bullets as his dole:

ETRIEER KILLED IN FIGHT WITH POLICE.

HorrepaLr, Mass,, April 2}, 1913
Emilo Dacchlocchia, strike picket, was shot and killed to-day Gurtng
a battle between the police and the Industrial Workers of the Worl
strikers, a half mile from the Draper mills. The strikers claimed that
{)h'éecs‘;:iw‘fihta was shot by a policeman., The police refused to discuss
ooting.

The operatives fail to see how any of the blessings of high
protection find their way into their dinner buckets

The Draper Co.—

Says the circular—

has had a remarkable record. Its distributlon during the
years—not including a stock dividend of 50 per cent in 1 has
ranged from 8§ to 30 per cent. In the 12 years from 1901 to 1912, in-
clusive, the eomrmhy has paid a total of 184 cent per share, or
the valent of 15.33 per cent per annum,
cent ck dividend.

ineluding the GO per




456

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE.

APRIL 25,

No wonder they want “safe and sane” revision which will
not disturb their opportunity to make unjust earnings.

Next we have the Queensbury Mills, of Worcester, Mass.,
manufacturing mohairs, alpaca luster yarn, mohair serges, and
alpaca linings. The company has only been in business for 13
years, but, the brokers inform us, the shares of par value of
$100 have an actual value of $343, and—we again quote
literally—

The Greenwood Mills, which was taken over by the Queensbury in
1907, has, since its merger, averaged an annual income of 12 per cent
on its eapitalization. During this same period the average annual net
earnings of the old Queensbury Mills alone have exceeded by several
times the dividend requirements of the preferred stock of the new
corporation.

Then we have the Bates Manufacturing Co., of Lewiston, Me.
It is capitalized at $1,200,000 and has a surplus of $2,514,831.
Annual dividend rate, 10 per cent with occasional extras. Last
year its net earnings were 83 per cent of the outstanding stock,
and the average dividend for the last eight years was 18.37 per
. cent. They manufacture quilts, ginghams, damask tablecloths,
| seersuckers, and dress goods.

The Farr Alpaca Co., of Holyoke, Mass., has paid 24 per eent
per annum during the last three years. In 1909 it paid 40 per
cent in ecash and 100 per cent in stock.

And while we have all been bombarded in the past few months
by the makers of hats, who implored us to keep on a heavy
duty for protection needed, we find that the John B. Stetson Co.
is doing quite well. Here is the dividend record: 1902, 17 per
cent; 1903, 20 per cent; 1904, 20 per cent; 1905, 25 per cent;
1006, 25 per cent; 1907, 25 per cent; 1908, 50 per cent; 1909, 25
per cent; 1910, 50 per cent; 1911, 25 per cent; 1912, 50 per cent.
An average of 30.2 per cent for the last 11 years, or for every
dollar originally invested the plant has paid back $3.32 in the
past 11 years.

As to the Dartmouth Manufacturing Co., of New Bedford,
Mass., the brokers inform us that “the dividends for the past
three years have been 16 per cent per annum. In 1909 the com-
pany paid 13 per cent, together with a stock dividend of 100
per cent, and in the two preceding years the distribution has
been G6 per cent for each year.” This company makes fine
cotton goods.

The Berkshire Cotton Manufacturing Co. averaged 20 per cent
per annum during the past three years.

The Singer Manufacturing Co., handling over 80 per cent of
the world's output of sewing machines, is to be affected by the
new tariff legislation, but it probably will survive the shock,
as we find that it has declared two stock dividends since 1900,
one of 200 per cent and one of 100 per cent, and the cash divi-
dends range from T to 40 per cent. :

It is no wonder that these beneficiaries of an unjust system
desire to be left alone.

I remember in one of my reading books in school in the old
days that there was a poem in regard to a vindictive beggar
who sat at the roadside and threw a stick or a stone at each
passer-by who did not contribute to his earnings. When remon-
strated with he assumed an air of injured innocence and asserted
that “all he asked was to be left alone.” 8o it seems to be
with these beneficiaries of special privilege. They have swatted
us right and left for lo, these many years, and now, when it
happens that we are in a position to demand fair play, they
assure us that * they are quite content, and all they ask is to
be left alone.”

And now I want to say a few words to our friends on the
other side. If you were one-half as solicitous of the farmer
when in power as you are when out of it, we would have been
much better off. For 44 years you had the power, and during
that time what has been done for the farmers whose votes you
are seeking now? You have seen where the farmers produced
crops which cost the consumers $13,000,000,000, and yet the
farmers received but $6,000,000,000 of that amount. It was not
until the last session of Congress that any effective action was
taken to remedy this condition, and with the coming of the new
division of marketing we can see a ray of hope.

Again, you have seen the farmer paying 7, 8, and even 10 per
cent for the money needed to develop his little property while
his French competitor paid but 4.3 per cent and the other Con-
tinental farmers faring equally well, and what have you done
about it? It remained for us to reach this day before a start
was made to the end that we can establish a system of agri-
cultural eredits and secure needed relief. Under a fake system
of benefits acerning from protection you have occasionally taken
a few sheets of paver from off of the burden carried by the
agricultural interests, and at the same time you have dumped
into the farmers' load a few leaden weights in the form of
swollen profits to accrue to the manufacturers on the things
that the farmers had to buy.

I have known what it is to farm, and speaking as the repre-
sentative of an agricultural district I say to you that what we
want is performance and not promise. We have seen immense
fortunes built up for the few, but we have also seen the many
toiling in order to secure even a bare living, and while we be-
grudge to no one the benefits gained by thrift and industry, we
do protest against a system which concentrates these benefits
instead of distributing them.

Again, on that side I have heard occasional reference made to
the * bread lines” and the * soup houses,” which are predicted
by you to result as a consequence of the passage of this legis-
lation. Let me tell you, gentlemen, that but once in Kansas
have I seen the *“soup house " and the “ bread line,” and that
was on the 19th day of January, 1912, when a Democratic mayor
of the Republican capital city had to dig down in his jeans to
pay for food to relieve the hunger of the poor unfortunates who
hadmfailed to find a full dinner pail under the Payne-Aldrich
tariff.

In conclusion I wish to state that I am for this bill because
I believe it carries out our platform pledges—it is an unques-
tioned revision downward.

I am for it because it will ultimately lead to lower prices to
the consumer and cheapen the cost of living.

I am for it because it will impel our manufacturers to be-
come more efficient and progressive, and will thus open up to us
the markets of the world.

And I am for it because it is a real step toward fair trade,
and with it in operation the doors of opportunity will be thrown
open to the many while special privilege is curtailed of power
and is compelled to carry a due share of the national burden
which it has so long avoided. [Loud applause on the Demo-
cratic side.]

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gentleman
from Arkansas [Mr., GoopwiN].

Mr. GOODWIN of Arkansas. Mr. Chairman, in the conclud-
ing chapter of the ninth or last volume of Dr. Ridpath’s great
History, of the World the author, after reviewing the struggles
and achievements of men and the rise and fall of nations, with
the poise and justice of the historian, lays at the doorway of
the human race a most terrible indictment, as touching the greed
and the avarice of man. Says Dr. Ridpath:

The first and most general truth in history is that men ought to be
free. If happiness is the end of the human race, then freedom is its
condition. And this freedom is not to be a kind of half escape from
thralldom and tymnn{. but ample and absolute, The emancipation in
order to be emancipation at all must be complete. To the historian it
must ever appear strange that men have been so distrustful of this
central principle in the philosophy of human history. It is an aston-
ishing fact that the major part of the energies of mankind have been
expended in precisely the opposite way—Iin the enslavement rather
than the liberation of the race. Every generatlon has sat like a stupid
image of Buddha on the breast of its own aspirations, and they who
have struggled to break thelr own and the fetters of their fellow men
have been regarded and treated as the common enemies of human gace
and happiness. On the contrary, they have been saviors and ne-
factors of whom the world has not been worthy. The greatest fallacy
with which the human intellect has ever been beguiled is that the
present—whatever age may be called the present—has conceded to men
all the freedom which they are fit to enjoy. On the contrary, no age
bas done so. Every age has been a (Czar, and every reformer is
threatened with Siberia.

Thus we see that the progress, the evolution, and the partial
liberation of the human race from the bondage and the enslave-
ment of those in authority have been accomplished not by the
will but over the protest of those who would keep their fellows
in servitude.

Typical of this repression of the ambitions and of the aspira-
tions of men has been the smothering of the people in their
effort to lift themselves from the slough of ignorance to the
table-lands of education and enlightenment, but no more so
than the system of heavy taxation that ever stifles and thwarts
them in their upward strivings.

It will be impossible, Mr. Chairman, within the short time
allotted to me in this discussion to more than hurriedly review
the history of American tariff enactments, or to even discuss
in detail the various schedules of the pending bill. Therefore,
I content myself with reviewing merely isolated contentions of
tariff barons in exacting from the masses of the people the
heavy toll imposed upon them and the dire consequenses that
follow such exactions upon the individuals who pay the toll,
as well as arresting the development of a nation's greatness.

In all probability it is well within the memory of the young-
est Member upon this floor when the Rlepublican Party claimed
first that the tariff was not a tax, but when driven to the wall
upon this absurd contention they finally admitted that while
it was a tax, yet as an excuse for its imposition they said
that the foreigner and not the American paid the tax.

Now, let us analyze the first contention, absurd even as that
is. If the tariff is not a tax, it can neither benefit the manu-
facturer nor hurt the consumer. Therefore, if no one is affected
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by the tax, why impose it? Why legislate tariff acts if the
tariff is not a tax? Why encumber the books with tariff enact-
ments? Why keep a lobby constantly in Washington at great
expense if the tariff is not a tax and no one is to profit thereby?

But the high protectionists finally admitting that the tariff
is a tax, and asserting that the foreigner pays the tax as a
justification for its existence, let us analyze in the second place
that absurdity.

Surely, if a tax and the foreigner pays it, this should not
affect the American consumer, as the foreigner is notonly benev-
olent, but becomes a philanthropist and lifts the tax from the
American consumer and pays It, that the American manuofae-
turer may thrive and prosper.

The late James G. Blaine, as I now recall, was one of the
first high priests of protection to admit that the American con-
sumer paid the tax. TUpon his return to the United States
from Ilorence, Italy, where he had been sojourning for sey-
eral months in quest of health, he entered vigorously into the
presidential campaign of 1888 in behalf of Mr. Harrison, and
gave utterance to this strange and paradoxical statement:
That while the tariff was a tax and the American and not the
foreigner paid it, yet the tax was so deftly collected that the
American consumer did not feel it; thus giving evidence that
the Republican Party was not only the greatest aggregation of
confidence men in the country, but by a system of shoplifting
and legerdemain had become the most successful freebooters
and kleptomaniacs that ever infested a civilized community.
[Applause on the Democratic side.] Now, ordinarily, we might
not advert and give time to such an absurd and staggering
statement as this, were it not for the fact that Mr. Blaine
at that time and for years had been the most stupendous figure
and the popular idol of his party. But let us analyze even this
statement, and see if it will bear the light of reason.

A tax paid by the American, and yet so deftly collected that
the American could not feel it when paid. How strange! How
utterly strange!

Suppose that Mr. Blaine, upon leaving his hotel in Italy, had
on his person $500 in money, which amount was only sufficient
to liguidate his hotel bill and to buy his passage upon the boat
to his American home, and yet before the payment of his hotel
bill and the purchase of his ticket, some pickpocket chanced
along and lifted the purse of the Plumed Knight so deftly that
this great Republican did not feel it at the time; but I venture
to assert that when the time came to pay his bill and to buy
his ticket he would have been short of the wherewithal to meet
his obligation, whether the pickpocket was either deft or crude
in filching from him the coin of the realm.

But another great Republican statesman later gave uiterance
to a similar and no less anomalous statement. Mr. McKenna, a
Republican Representative from California, and now a Justice
of the Supreme Court of the United States, at the first session
of the Fifty-first Congress, and at page 4992 of the REcorp,
while discussing the McKinley bill, used this language:

'll‘he important thing Is not that the tariff Is a burden on the Individ-
ual.

And, consistent with all high protectionists, the tariff has
never been a burden to the individual nor to the poor. Con-
tinning, Mr. McKenna says:

It is not a burden on him, not because it is indirect, but because he
does not feel it, or if so, he feels it as the horse feels his rider, not
burdened by him, but encouraged by him and animated to swifter flight
and to victory in the race,

This great statesman and jurist, whom we all honor for his
much learning, says that the important thing about the tariff is
not that it is a burden upon the unfortunate man who has the
tax to pay, and affirms that it is not a burden on him not
because he says it is indireet in its collection, but because the
Government employs its subtle hands as a kleptomaniac and
takes the money not openly and fairly and squarely by present-
ing a bill of particulars, nor collects it even as decently as the
highwayman who lies in ambush in the dark of the night, sand-
bags the wayfarer, and robs him of his purse.

The Democratic Party maintains, sir, that no duties levied
upon importations are warranted by the Constitution, except
for the purpose of carrying on the functions of government
economically administered. Mr. Cooley, in his Constitutional
Limitations, says:

A tax imports, the pu
g?c%zg;{ ahn minmeclﬂyp mﬁi‘érsﬁﬁj{}ﬁt}’fnﬁg? fi‘;grfe}'g? “&ebf,'ﬁ.f;f
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But once the thin edge of the wedge of high protectionism
having entered into the body of taxation, it has been constantly
driven to its very head by those who sought and who have
become its beneficiaries.

The heavy expenses growing out of the Civil War made it
necessary—

For the establishment of heavy Internal-revenue taxation, and alon
with it the imposition of correspondingly heavy customs duties, |Jl‘-
marily designed to place domestic producers upon a basis of equality
with foreign producers, who would otherwise have had the advantage
owing to the burden of domestic taxation under which the home pro-
ducers were laboring—

Says the report on the present bill.

So this was the excuse, and justifiably so under the peculiar
circumstances, for the imposition of tariff duties. But the
Civil War closed nearly a half century ago and the burdens
of taxation have been increasing with the years, while American
energy and American opportunity which, would otherwise
conquer the world commercially, have been stifled and re-
pressed with the resultant that the consumers have paid exorbi-
tant prices for manufactured articles and American employment
has been limited and restricted. Surely it is now high time
that the war taxes of 50 years ago should be lopped off and
that the handcuffs that bind American prowess should be
broken.

The land was doubly taxed we thought,
To carry on the war;

Now war to a period has been brought,
8till more e taxes are.

Strange conduct this, all must allow;
Hush! Let your murmurs cease,

We pay the double taxes now
To carry on the peace.

[Applause on the Democratic side.]

Perhaps the tyranny of unnecessary taxation has never been
more concretely expressed than in the opinion delivered by
Chief Justice Marshall in the case of McCulloch against State
of Maryland (Wheaton’s Reports IV, p. 327), when he said:

An unlimited power to tax involves necessarily a power to destroy,
because there is a limit beyond which no institution and no property
can bear taxation.

And again this maxim of the law is made as tersely, perhaps,
by Justice Miller (U. 8. Sup. Ct. in Loan Assn. v. Topeka, 20
Wallace, 657). This distingunished jurist says:

To lay with one hand the power of the Government on the &art‘i\geﬂr
of the citizen and with the other to bestow it upon favored individuals
to ald private enterfrlses and build up grivate fortunes is none the less
a robbery becauvse It Is done under the forms of law and Is called taxa-
tion. This is not legislation; It is a decree under legislative forms.

So we have, Mr. Chairman, these two startling indictments
made by the Supreme Court of the United States and laid at the
very doorway of the Republican Party, and yet in the face of
this indictment and with the protests that have been raised by
an impatient and groaning tax-burdened people the Republican
Party would continue to raise all taxes, perpetuating under the
guise of law a system of robbery by exploiting the people's
substance. [Applause on the Democratic side.]

In vain we call old notions fudge,
And bend our consclence to our dealing,
The Ten Commandments will not budge,
And stealing will continue stealing.

[Applause on the Demoeratic side.]

Perhaps there has never been a greater protectionist than the
late Charles Henry Carey. who upon one occasion said that he
verily wished that the ocean were a flame of fire, in order, I
suppose, that the ships which sail from this land to that, and
which act as it were like the * shuttles of the loom, weaving
the web of concord among the nations,” might be consumed
upon a sea of conflagration. And yet we have in this House to-
day not a few Members who in a measure indorse the senti-
ments of Mr. Carey. The venerable gentleman from Michigan
[Mr. ForpNEY], during the tariff debate two years ago, said
from his place upon this floor that the tariff could never get too
high for him.

The present system is not only archaiec and obsolete, if we are
to set our faces toward the rising and not toward the setting
sun, but is out of harmony with all true progress of the day.

One of the greatest fights that was ever witnessed in the
British Parliament was the struggle to overcome and repeal the
corn laws, which were made especially for British aristocratic
landlords, and with the repeal of the corn laws English tariff
restrictions were generally modified and England at once leaped
forward, and by a system of freer trade relations conquered the
world commercially.

The recent efforts of the Chamberlains, the Bonar Laws, and
the Arthur Balfours, backed by the wealth and the aristocracy
of England, for the past 10 years have failed to turn back the
hands of the clock of progress. The recent contest in behalf of
tariff reform in England—tariff reform there meaning the op-
posite of what it does here and a return to higher tariff pro-
tection instead of reduction of tariff duties—has been unavail-
ing, though led by some of the most resourceful and astute
statesmen of the British Parliament. England bas perhaps
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never been so much agitated eoncerning her trade relations,
and especially concerned about her safety from sanguinary and
hostile attacks of her neighbor across the North Sea, as she is
to-day. The tariff on imports with preferential duties to her
over-sea dominions has been the watchword and slogan of the
Unionist Party for guite a dozen years.

England has succeeded in linking her daughter lands to her as
though with hoops of steel, and with all the clamor and the
protestations on the part of the Unionist Party for a still closer
attachment in' the way of preferential and diseriminating tariff
duties between the mother ecuniry and her over-sea lands the
English people will not forsake their one great principle that
has made their country not only the invineible mistress of the
Iigh seas but carries her commerce triumphant into every
port and makes the seas white with British sails

So, Mr. Chairman, we must not be content with the markets
we have, but we must break the shackles and manumit Ameri-
can commeree, and with Ameriean skill, American ingeauity,
and American activity conguer the world commercially.

We are living in a strange and in an unusual time. There is
no place for the laggard, and there must be no place for the
pampered favorite whe is clothed and hothoused by American
protection. The world to-day thinks and speaks in continents
and not in sections or segments. There are to-day but 8 great
nations and less than 20 great surviving tongues of the many
hundrads that murmur their babble here and there.

The sensory arteries of commerce and of trade are so acute,
girdled by rail and circumventing the earth by electrical wires,
that the smallest incident affecting a single community may be
felt and grow into transcendent impertance in the remotest part
of the world. We can.aof afford to let slip the opportunity to
be in the vangunard of the great struggle that lies in the imme-
diate beyond. Blessed by a eountry remote from the an-
tagonisms and jealousies of European lands, already burdened
beyond endurance with military and naval armaments, over-
crowded populations, restrieted opportunities, and narrewed
states—isolated as we are, I say, with no meighboring jeal-
ousies or bickerings to”confront and embarrass us, we should
stand first in ecommercial supremacy upon tha eompletion of the
first kalf of the twentieth eentury.

Our great neighbor to our north, a field promising with the
outlook of opportunity, is anxious to receive the products of our
faetories in the making of the Canadian Government pregnant
with the possibilities of the years to come, while the Central
and South American States, an empire infinitely larger than
our own, yet awalt the magic touch of America’s hand to open
the door of hepe and progress there. The great Panama Canal,
the preduct of Ameriean money and American genius, at a cost
to us of nearly $500,000,000, is yet to prove a short cut and a
gateway not only to the continent lying seuth of us, with
illimitable opportunities, but affording us a quicker route to the
Orient and to the industrial and commereial development of
both Japan and China.

Our protective duties are many times higher than they were
a century ago, while this country was yet an infant and in its
swaddling elothes, for we have exciuded imports, restricted com-
petition, lessened efficiency, dulled our wits, and have produced
monopolies, combinations, and frusts. If high proteetionism is
a panaeea for our ills, its beneficence should be generally dif-
fused and widespread; otherwise it can net justifiably have any
place in our economie life.

Any great Amerienn system should stand for the virtmes and
not for the vices; for the extension of the borizen and not for
the cirenmseribing of our visions; for the uplift and not the
depression of the people, giving eqnality to all men alike and
special privilege to no men; for the breaking of the shackles
that bind the feet of progress; in short, that man himself, free,
unhampered, with his face to the rising and not to the setting
sun, may have as his conquest the wages of his energy and the
fruit of his legitimate skill. This must have been the vision of
the early patriots of this Republic in their dreams and concepts
of a nation’s greatness.

But has the present system produced such opportunity or
given equality to all alike? Do not our industrial centers bear
evidence of the pauperized myriads of buman beings wreeked
in health, depleted in stature, hopes blasted, ambitions thrwarted,
and over whose heads hang the lowering elouds instead of the
guntight of opportunity and equality? And what is the result-

ant? For every Dives, wrapped in Iuxury, Iiving in his palace
of marble and of gold, there Iies at the rich man’s gnte a Laza-

rus, aye, hundreds of paupers who have been denied the erumbs
that fall from the protectionist’s table. [Applause on the Demeo-
cratie side.]

Nothing bat our richness of matural resources has prevented
or delayed even worse conditions. If is not protected largess
which the people want; they want only justice—simply free and

| exact justice. The American laborer, both man and woman, has

been used up by the highly proteeted “ mill.” They and their
offspring have gone in the.dividends, while their wrecked bodies
have been thrown as so much refuse upen the culm bank or
Jjunk heap of American industry.

We have allowed our faetories, after using up a generation of
Americans, to swallow up the incoming immigrant “as if he
were the soulless raw material of manufacture,” while our hill-
sides and valleys are umtilled and the price of food products
empties the market basket.

Our industrial system is out of joint; the preminm on factory
work must be taken off; the proper economic relation between
manufacturing and other lines must be restored. We must en-
courage agriculture, let efficiency have a chance, break up the
controlled relations of our systems of transpertation with large
manufacturing interests, and maintain the * open door” of in-
dustrial success.

Surely, Mr. Chairman, any great system of right should stand
the test when the straightedge of justice is applied thereto.
Somebody must suffer as a result of high diseriminating duties.
That the manufacturer prospers by it will not be denied; that
the general publie has its eoffers depleted may not suceessfully
be gainsaid. But the excuse has been that the wage earner,
that the factory hand, if you please, has become the beneficiary
of high protectionism and that he as well as the manufacturer
must not enter into competitior with the foreign manufacturer
or with the foreign Iabering man. The highest schedule in the
Payne-Aldrich bill is the woolen sehelule, known as Schedule K,
of an average protection of 97 per cent upon the varieus grades
of woolen manufactures.

Who shares this profit? How mueh is given fo the man who
labors for the woolen mills? The investigation held by a spe-
clal committee of the last Congress reflects this faet: That at
Lawrence, Mass, one of the great woolen ceuters of this coun-
try, where a jargon of 17 languages is heard, the average wage
is $7.30 per week, in this age of the high cost of Hving. And,
moreever, sir, in this same community seven people and more
were compellled to occupy and sleep in the same little room.

Who is receiving the immense profits arising from the tariff

| duties on woolen manufactures? The wearers of woolen clothes
| certainly pay the freight, and I deny that those who Iabor in

the mills share a just preportien of the profits.

What was once a eonsiderable part of our virile citizenship
has passed through the “mill”; the result is manifest in the
diminished birth rate, in the spread of tubereuniosls, deformed
bodies, child slavery, overcrowded, disease-breeding factory tene-
ments, and many more of the unteward elements, Mr. Chairman,
that should find no place in the growth and life of American
citizenship.

The preservation of the race and of our institutions ealls for
heroie treatment in the amelioration of American factory con-
ditions.

We have, sir, bondholders and masters who have kept in
servitude from time to time the sons and dauvghters of Adawn's
race. We are reliably informed in a certain Great Book, which
I commend to gemtlemen on that side of the aisle, that for 40
years a great people seeking their liberty wandered in the Egyp-
tian wilderness, but all this while were the slaves of the Phara-
ohg, who would not let the people go. This great Egyptian ruler
was one of the most pronounced standpatters im all the history
of the world, Plague and devastation too numerous to mention
here were from time to time visited upon this monarch, but
his heart was hard, his neck was stiff, and still he would not
let the people go.

The Lord, patient and sometimes angry, eontinued to accom-
pany the visitations of His wrath by physieal evidence of His
displeasure, but still Pharaoh wounld not let the people go.
And for more than 40 years the American people have been
wandering in the morass of Hepublican misrule and Republican
maladministration. Pride of the past blinded the party, greed
led it astray, and unholy allianee with special privilege eneom-
passed its defeat. :

Promise after promise had been made that our economie life
would be changed; that the door of Bope would be opened; fhat
the shackles would be broken and Fberty and opportunity
agaln given fo those who toil and to those who spin, whose
yoke is always heavy and whose burden'is never lighi. But
this party and these privileged interests that held the first
mortgnge npen the sponsors of that party were likewise stuh-
born, their necks were stiff, and they, too. would not let the
people go. And I here declare that the greatest standpatiers
in the world’s history, in my opinion, have been the Egyptian

Pharaohs and the Republiean priesfg of high profeetiom. [Ap-
planse on the Democratic side. ]
The facts of yesteryear are not to determine eur eourse. The

glories of Democracy in times past will not settle the 2conamic




1913.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE.

459

questions of the present, for as so admirably stated by our great
President in his official message before the joint session of the
Congress:

We are to deal with the facts of our own day, with the facts of no
other, and to make laws which square with those facts.

The American voter has recorded his clear verdict between
privilege and the people. Democracy is triumphant. Our plain
duty is to record that verdict in the laws of the land by the
prompt passage of t.is bill. Our President, standing, as it‘were.
upon a mountain top viewing with impartial and patriotic eye
the mistakes of the past, sounds the clarion note that a change
must come if America and her institutions are to keep abreast
with these stirring times, and with his face resolute to duty he
bids us to follow.. Shall there be one on the Democratic side
who will not buckle on his armor, who will not gird about him
the sword of truth, challenging the forces of privilege, the
ramparts of protectionism, and the fortifications that have suc-
cessfully bafled the patriots of the past? Our duty is clear.
We will take the fort. We will rout the minions of privilege
and of pelf and with courage undaunted we will not falter, but
will restore this Government to the people, who will preserve its
flag in time of war and whose “ stricken love and confidence we
can not survive.” [Loud applause on the Democratie side.]

Mr. UNDERWOOD, Mr, Chairman, I yield to the gentleman
from Texas [Mr. SUMNERS].

Mr. SUMNERS. Mr. Chairman, the chairman of the Ways
and Means Committee [Mr. Uxperwoop] and other members of
that committee familiar with every detail of this bill have
presented to us in their discussion an able and clear analysis
thereof. I shall therefore not presume to discuss the bill as
a whole. In the time which the Democratic leader has assigned
to me I purpose to consider some of the objects sought to be
attained by this legislation which extend far beyond the mere
making of a reduction in tariff rates and to notice some of
fhe ecriticisms which have been directed against Members of
the majority, especially the new Members, for having reached
an agreement to support the bill by a compromise of their
differences. Finally I shall consider criticisms directed against
those features of the bill which affect the agricultural classes
and shall speak of the remarkable solicitude for the laboring
class shown at this late hour by the Republican Party. The
fact that I am a new Member and one of the Representatives
of the greatest agricultural State in the Nation gives me
warrant, I trust, for occupying for a brief space the time of the
House,

As I understand the responsibility of the Demoecratic Party
at this hour, it is uot merely to reduce the tariff and at the
same time produce the needed revenue for the Government.
The people demand, and the highest interests of the Nation re-
quire, that, as far as is consistent with existing conditions, a
tariff bill be passed which will permit the industrial develop-
ment of the Nation along the lines of its natural adaptation. In
no other way can we attain to enduring strength and maintain
our present position when our natural resources shall have been
reduced to a parity with those of older nations with which we
are industrial competitors.

Gentlemen on the other side of the House complain of
alleged inconsistencies in the bill. The Democratic Party is not
building the tariff policy of the Nation; it is reconstructing
that policy which the Republican Party fashioned. The coun-
iry does not expect, and certainly gentlemen of the opposition
should not demand, that with one effort the Democratic Party
bring perfect symmetry and beauty to that monstrosity of which
the opposition were the architects and builders. As stated by
the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. PALMER], no individual
agrees with all the provisions of the bill. The gentleman from
Wyoming [Mr. MoxpeLr] undertook on the opening day of this
discussion to criticize individual Members, who were opposed
to some feature of the bill drawn by the majority of the Ways
and Means Committee, for not having combined and defeated it.
The Republicans would have liked very much to have had us do
that. The reason why we did not do it is because we believe
this bill as a whole is a compliance with ‘the preelection pledges
of the Democratic Party, and if enacted into law will give to
the people of the Nation substantial relief from the injustices
of the tariff which the Republicans made. We had sense enough
to know that agreement could be reached in no other way than
by individunls making concessions for their constituents in
behalf of the common good, in the benefits of which common
good their constituents would participate and thereby receive
compensation for that which they had surrvendered. This tariff

bill, like every tariff bill, is a matter of compromise, a matter
of give and receive, :

We were told by the gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr.
Garpxer] that some substantial provisions of the present law—

.

Schedule K, for instance—did not accord with the views of that
distinguished gentleman [Mr, Pay~NE] whose name is attached
to that law. This gentleman is commended in extravagant
terms not only for having supported but for having fathered
this offspring of the Republican Party. Greater love hath no
man shown than this, that during all the years Schedule K has
played the role of highwayman for the woolen manufacturer
this gentleman, out of consideration for the good name of the
Republican family, has held back any denial of its paternity.
Yet Democrats are criticized for having surrendered minor dif-
ferences to make certain the passage of this piece of great re-
constructive legislation. If we would only get into a row
among ourselves, if every Member would stand out stubbornly
for everything he wants, we would be doing just what the
Republican Party wants us to do and just what the country does
not want us to do.

Our Republican friends, in their efforts to dissatisfy the coun-
try with this bill, take each business separately and dwell upon
what this bill compels it to give up, but they make no mention
of what benefits each business receives from the bill. To state
what any class gives up does not state the effect of the bill on
that class unless you state what it receives in return.

Great solicitude for the interests of the American farmer has
been shown by the gentlemen on the other side of the House in
their discussions, and grave apprehensions are expressed as to
the effect of this bill on him. Protect the American farmer,
they insist. Protect him how? How have they sought to serve
him when they had the power to serve? They put the shadow
of a duty on his produets, but left on his back the burden of an
exorbitant tariff on the things he must buy. They gave him the
shadow while they took away from him the substance—sub-
stance which he has gathered from the markets of the world.
By his industry and genius he produces more than the Nation
consumes. Whatever tariff wall you put cround his products,
he must go over it to seek a market for his surplus, and the
price at home and the price abroad are fixed in the markets of
the world in open competition with the earth.

Mr. KELLEY of Michigan. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. SUMNERS. Yes.

Mr. KELLEY of Michigan. If it is not going to hurt the
farmer to take the tariff off, how is it going to benefit the con-
sumer?

Mr. SUMNERS. Does the gentleman mean by taking the
tariff off agricultural products?

Mr. KELLEY of Michigan. Yes.
without hurting the other?

Mr. SUMNERS. We say it will not hurt the farmer for the
reason that what the farmer gives up he will get back under
the benefits of this bill and more besides.

Mr. KELLEY of Michigan. It will cheapen his commodity,
will it not?

Mr. SUMNERS. It will cheapen some of his eommodities,
not the staple crops. I think nobody would deny that. You
are going back to the great industrial sections of this country,
may I say—and I mean it in no offensive sense—undertaking
to make the men who work in the great factories believe that
they get no benefit by the reduction. I am going back to Texas
and tell my people that it will cheapen some of their minor
products; then I am going to show them some of the benefits
which this bill gives them in exchange for that which they are
compelled to surrender. :

The Republican Party is quite willing to give the farmer a
tariff on those products the price of which is fixed in the
markets of the world and therefore could not be increased by
the tariff. In addition, it would gladly foster rnral industries
here and there in the hope, I dare say, of drawing recruits to
strengthen its decimated ranks entrenched around the great
tariff-favored industries of the city.

This is not all surmise. On the opening day of this discus-
sion, the distinguished gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr.
GARDNER], representing one of the greatest manufacturing dis-
tricts, used this significant langunage:

Yet we know in our hearts that duties on manufactures and duties
on farm products must go hand in hand. How long did the protective
system in England last after the repeal of the corn laws? Just about
as long as it took the indignant British farmer to join with the free
trader and wipe the whole slate clean.

Is it not fair to suspect, in view of this language and of Re-
publican diseriminations against the agricultural interests, that
this is the fountain from which springs the concern for the
American farmer? Well ean the manufacturer afford to give
the farmer 16.75 per cent tariff on corn, for instance, as the law
now provides, when the whole Nation imports a negligible gquan-
tity and the corn grower, after supplying the entire home de-
mand at a price fixed in the free markets of the world, exports
$20,000,000 worth annually. The manufacturer can well afford
this concession, which concedes nothing, if the farmer will pay

How can it benefit one
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him at least 50 per cent more for his clothes than he could have
bought them for in the markets to which he sent his corn for
sale. This represents the sort of reciprocity which the Repub-
liean, representing the highly protected manufacturing interests,
is offering to the farmers of the Nation as a basis for a political
alliance with them.

While this bill removes this sort of pretended protection for
the farmer, it gives him plows, harrows, reapers, drills, planters,
mowers, cultivators, thrashing machines, cotton ging, and all
other agricultural implements free of duty. On these he now
pays an import duty of 15 per cent ad valorem. Bagging for
his cotton is free of duty under this bill, as are also boots and
shoes, sewing machines, leather, harness, saddles, saddlery,
hoops and bands of iron for baling cotton, nails and spikes, horse
and mule shoes, salt, lumber, fencing wire, and other impor-
tant articles. In addition to the free list, the following are
some of the important reductions in tariff duties carried by this
bill .

Woolen dress goods, from 99.70 to 35 per cent.
Ready-made woolen clothing, from 79.56 to 35 ;er cent.
Flannels for underwear, from 93.29 to 26 and 35 per cent.
Woolen blankets, from 72.60 to 25 per cent.

Cotton underwear, from 60.27 to 25 per cent.

Stockings, hose, and half hose, from 75.38 to 50 per cent.
Shirts, collars, and cuffs, from 64.03 to 25 per cent.
Ready-made wearing apparel, from 50 to 50 Jver eent.
Handkerchiefs and muiflers, from 59.27 to 80 per cent.
Cotton thread, from 31.54 to 19.29
Gloves, from 44.15 to 31.77 per cen
Anvils of tron and steel, from 32.11 to 15 per cent.
Bolts, from 20.560 to 15 per cent.

Chains of all kinds, from 46.50 to 20 per cent.
Pocketknives, from 77.68 t

! 0 4u per cent.
Scissors and shears, from 53.77 to 830 per cent.
Table and butcher

ives, forks, ete., romoil.sa to 27 per cent.
Files, etc., from 60.47 to 25 per cent.

Tinwares, from 45 to 25 per cent.

House or cabinet furniture of wood, from 35 to 15 per cent.

Sugar, from 48.54 to 36.25 per cent.

Red lead, from 60.35 to 25 per cent

White lead, from 38.01 to 23 per cent.

Castile soap, from 16.20 to 10 per cent.

All bricks, from 30.23 to 10.28 per cent.

China, crockery ware, from 535 per cent to 33 or 5O per cent.

Wire rope and strand, from 49.84 to 30 per cent.

Common window glass, from 46.38 to 28.20 per cent.

There are something nfore than 4,000 items affected by this
bill. The result is a reduction from the average rate under the
present law of 40.12 per cent ad valorem to an average of 29.60
per cent ad valorem.
artieles which constitute the farmer’s necessities have been put
on the free list or a most material reduction made in the present
tarifl rate. This he has received in exchange for the surrender
of the shadow of protective benefit with which the Republican
Party has sought to deceive him into supporting its fallacies.

Of course the benefits which the farmer receives through this
bill in the reduction of the tariff on clothing, furniture, and so
forth, are shared by all the people. However, I have given
especial consideration to the effect of this bill on the agricultural
classes because of the desperate efforts which the high protec-
tionists are making to establish an alliance with a part of the
farming classes by magnifying the effects of the reductions of
the tariff on farm products and undertaking to hide the sub-
stantial benefits which the bill gives them.

Nevertheless, I can not conclude without reference to the deep
concern which the high protectionists are manifesting in an-
other most important class of American citizens—that class
known as the American workingman. Ob, the fathomless depths
and sublime heights of that love—generous, full, and complete—
finding, however, its only manifestation in Republican protection
of industries per se.

“ Shield the American laborer from the pauper laborer of
Europe,” you cry, while you fill your factories with thousands
upon thousands of these pauper laborers, brought here to com-
pete with the American workingman on his own soil, and to beat
down his standard of living, in order that dividends may be
~greater and that you may be in a better pesition to starve him
into submission when desperation drives him to strike for a
living wage. The fact is that the whole burden of the tariff-
created and tarifi-supported industries, in their final transmis-
gion, rests on the laboring man and on those industries of the
Nation which sell their products in competition with the world.
The industry which can not sustain itself without help from
the Government has no strength to yield for the sustenance of
another.

But the Democratic Party is not an enemy to the manufac-
turing interests. The tariff-protected manufacturers bless the
Republican Party for its bounty and are condemning in un-
mensured ferms the insistence of the Democratic Party that
they relieve the industry of the country from a part of the
burden of their weight. The future will prove the wisdom of
the Democratic course; will prove the wisdom, in so far as the
welfare of the now protected manufacturing interest itself is

cent.

Thus it will be seen that most of the

concerned. That interest had better begin to put a little weight
on its own legs. The time may come when it will need the
strength to stand alone even. This thing is certain: The longer
You postpone granting substantial relief to the Ameriean con-
sumers the more radical their demands will be and the stronger
their forces will grow.

I submit that that party is not a true friend of the manu-
facturing interest which advises that interest to disregard the
will of a determined people, asking only for that which they
have a right to demand. I ask you, and the Nation asks you:
Will you ever grow brave enough and strong enough to bear
the flag of commerce to victory in the industrial conflict of the
world if you are forever to be held in the lap of the Nation and
fed from a bottle?

I am sure I have no sectional prejudice. T would not con-
sciously do injury to any man; certainly I would not want to
embarrass those Democrats who have come here from the
manufacturing section. It is nothing to be a Demoerat down
in my country, with a normal majority of 200.000, but those
whom I admire most are the brave men who, during the long
night of Republican misrule, have kept the wateh fires of Democ-
racy burning brightly on the hilitops of old New England.

Gentlemen on the other side of the House make sport of the
Underwood competitive tariff policy. The distinguished gen-
tleman from Alabama, in the announcement of that policy, made
a lasting and momentous contribution to the practical political
philosophy of this time.

Competition will take the antiquated machinery from the
woolen mills of this country and substitute therefor equipment
capable of the most economic production. Competition will
stop waste, conserve energy, and give permanent strength fo
all industries. How will we ever get for this Nation its share
of the commerce of the world unless, with far less protection
than we now have, we become able succegsfully to meet the com-
petlt?!on of those who must bring their goods from beyond the
seas

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gentleman
from Colorado [Mr. KeaTING],

Alr. KEATING. Mr. Chairman, I want to address myself
to the sugar schedule of this bill. T intend to vote for that
;!lhedule as it has been reported by the Ways and Means Com-

ttee.

-1 come from Colorado, which is the most Important beet-
sugar producing State in the Union. I was elected on a plat-
form which specifieally declared for the removal of the tariff
on sugar, but the President of the United States has urged that
the sugar manufacturers of this country be given three years in
which to put their house in order, and he suggests an immediate
cut of 25 per cent on the tariff with free trade at the end of
three years. I believe my constituents have such faith in the
judgment of Woodrow Wilson that they will accept this com-
promise, and, believing that, I propose to vote for the bill, and
think I can do so with a clear conscience.

Mr. YOUNG of North Dakota. Mr. Chairman, will the gentle-
man yield for a question right there?

Mr. KEATING. I will

Mr. YOUNG of North Dakota. What distriet did the gentle-
man say he represented?

Mr. KEATING. I represent the entire State of Colorado,
having been elected as Congressman at Large,

Mr. YOUNG of North Dakota. I would like to ask the gen-
tleman whether the people of Colorado, particularly the farm-
ers, had any understanding or any knowledge when they voted
for Mr, Wilson that he would in a certain sense be sponsor for
such a bill as is introduced at this time?

THE FARMERS AND MR. WILSON,

Mr. KEATING. I believe, Mr. Chairman, that when the
farmers of Colorado voted for Woodrow Wilson they believed
he was a Democrat. They had no reason to believe that he
disapproved of the action of the Democratic majority of this
House in the last Congress, and I believe the men and women
who voted for Mr. Wilson voted for him beenuse they believed he
would insist upon a downward revision of the tariff, and that,
in order to attain that end, they were perfectly willing to ac-
cept free sugar and, if necessary, free wool.

Mr. YOUNG of North Dakcta. Just one other interruption.

The CHATRMAN, Does the gentleman yield?

Mr. EEATIXG. Certainly.

Mr. YOUNG of North Dakota. Is it not a fact that President

Wilson in all his speeches reassured the business interests of
the country that they had absolutely nothing to fear of radical
revision by the Democratic Party?

Mr. KEATING. Yes, sir; that {s exactly true; and it is true
that the business interests of this country have nothing to fear

from this tariff bill [applause on the Democratic side]; and, so
far as the beet-sugar industry of the State of Colorado is con-
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perned, it has nothing to fear from this tariff bill, because I
want to tall you. sir, that in the State of Colorado we can raise
sugar baets and we ean make sugar in competition with the
world. [Applause on the Democratie side.]

The proposition Woodrow Wilson made to the people of this
country was that he would not disturb any lezitimate industry,
and sugar making is a legitimate industry in the State of Colo-
rado and will not be disturbed. Now. Mr. Chairman—

Mr. YOUNG of North Dakota. I would like to ask the gen-
tleman one other question. Is that the gentleman's personal
view? Is that what the gentleman desires the people of Colo-
rado to understand—that the sugar growers of that State have
absolutely nothing to fear?

Mr. KEATING. It is not necessary for me to state my views
on the floor of this House for the information of the sugar
growers of Colorado. Everyone at home knows where I stand
on this question. I was a candidate before the people of Colo-
rado last fall. T went into practically every county in that
State, and I distributed copies of my platform, in which I spe-
cifically declared that I wanted no man to vote for me unless
he was willing to have me come down here and vote fo remove
the tariff on sugar. After the primaries and before the election
I canvassed the State, under the auspices of the Democratic
State committee, sometimes gpeaking once and sometimes eight
times a day, and in every speech I delivered—in sugar camps
and out of sugar camps—I declared that if elected I would vote
for free sugar, and that I did not want to be elecied under any
other circumstances. [Applause on the Democratic side.]

Mr. YOUNG of North Dakota. I want to say to the gen-
tleman that he was very much more candid in his statement
to his constituents than many other Democratic eandidates
throughout the country.

Mr, EEATING. I thank the gentleman for the compliment.

EFFECT ON COLOBRADO,

Now, Mr. Chairman, in the time allotted to me it is impos-
sible to go into a thorough discussion of this sugar question. 1
expect, therefore, to make only a brief reference to the broader
aspeets of this problem and to confine myself largely fo a con-
sideration of the effects upon my home State of Colorado. We
have heard a great deal on the sugar question in the last 12
or 15 years, especially here in Congress. Aundoutof these debates
and the library of reports which have been made upon this
subject, I think one fact stands out so clearly that no intelli-
gent man can question its accuracy. and that fact is that the
sugar tariff adds from 13 to 2 cents to the price of every
pound ef sugar consumed in this country. If that be trne—and
go far as I know no attempt has been made to controvert that
proposition—then the American consumer who, according to
reports, consumes something like 80 pounds of sugar per year,
is taxed from $1.20 to $1.50 a year for the purpose of sus-
taining the Sugar Trust. As we have something like 80.000.000
consumers in this country, approximately $115.000.000 per year
is added to the sugar bill of the consumers of the country.
And the proposition we have before us to<day, when we get
right down to bedrock. as we say out in the West, is, Shall we
remove from the shoulders of the consumers in this country
this burden of $115.000.000 a year, or shall we not?

THR COST OF THE SUGAR TARIFF, =

The Democratic Party takes the position that we shall, and
the Republican Party—or, at least. that portion of the Repub-
lican Party which is able to agree—takes the position that
if you remove the tariff you will destroy a great and pros-
perous industry. I insist that instend of destroying the beet-
sugar industry free sugar will save it. But before proceeding
to that phase of the matter I want to call the attention of the
House to what it eosts the people of the West to maintain this
sugar tariff. :

The State of Colorade has a population of approximately
800,000 people, and in common with all the other citizens of
this country the people of that State pay this flat tax of $1.20
per head to sustain the Sugaur Trust. Every man, woman, and
child pays it But in addition to that the sugar company
charges us another tax. They charge us for the privilege of
living in the shadow of a sugar factory, and on every hundred
pounds of sugar sold in Colorado they add 55 cents for freight.
Now, as a matter of fact, the sugar is made in Colorado, but
they charge us freight from the seaboard to the point of con-
sumption. As I said, this freight rate is 55 cents a hundred, so
that our per eapita contribution to the sugar company is $1.75,
and on the basis of a population of 800.000 that makes an an-

nual contribution of about $1,400,000, or more money than the-

people of Colorado contribute to sustain their State government.

But while the situation in Colorado so far as sugar is con-
cerned is rather bad, we are fortunate compared with the
people of Idaho and Montana. They raise sugar beets in those

States and they have a great number of suzar factories there.
But the Sugar Trust adds an additional penalty to the cost
of sugar used in those States, and they charge the Tdaho and
Montana consumer 45 cents per hundred more than they do the
consumer in Colorado and $1 a hundred more than they do the
consumer of beet sugar in New York. In other words. they
will take Idaho beet sugar and earry it across the continent
to the city of New York and sell it for $1 a hundred less than
they will sell it at the doors of the sugar factory in Montana
and Idaho, and, on the basis of Idahe's population, the con-
sumers of that State are contributing $715.000 a year to sup-
port the Sugar Trust. The consumers of Montann—>Montana
having a larger population—contribute $827,200 a year.

ARIZONA THE UXFORTUNATE.

But while we may sympathize with the consnmer in Colo-
rado, and sympathize still more with the consumer in Idaho and
Montana, it is only when we come to Arizona that our hearts
bleed. Down in Arizona the Federal Government has expended
many millions of dollars in eonstructing reclamation projects in
order that the farmers there may grow sugar beets and other
things. And they are growing sugar beets there. As a sugar-
beet State Arizona is almost the equal of Colorado. bnt when
you come to purchase sugar in Arizona from an Arizona beet-
sngar factory you find that the Sugar Trust has tacked 34
cents a hundred onto the price that it charges in Idaho and 79
cents to the price it charges in Colorado and $§1.34 a hundred
more than it charges in the city of New York. In other words,
the unfortunate sugar consuiner who lives at the doors of an
Arizona beet-sugar factory must pay $1.34 a hundred more for
his beet sugar than the more fortunate citizen of this country
who lives in New York. Arizona contributes something like
$500.000 a year to the upkeep of the Sugar Trust.

Gentlemen from other States may figure out this problem for
themselves. I wish my good friend from Kansas here [Mr.
Murbock] would take the trouble to find out how much it costs
his people to maintain the sugar factory at Garden City, which
is capitalized for ten times the amount it cos. to construct. He
will find the bill is a staggering one.

Viewed in the light of the best interests of all the people of
this country, there would be no guestion of what we should do
with this measure. It shonld be passed through this House by
a nnanimous vote, the Progressives and Republicans vieing with
Democrats to give the people of this country relief from this
burden.

XO COMPETITION IN SUGAR.

But, my friends, the press agent of the Sugar Trust tells us
that if we take this tariff off sugar we will destroy the beet-
sugar industry, and that the farmers——

Mr. YOUNG of North Dakotn. What does the gentleman mean
by “ the trust”?

Mr. KEATING. I mean by “‘he trust” the American Sogar
Refining Co. and its friends in the beet-sugar business, because,
I will say “or the information of the gentleman, that the Ameri-
can Sugar Refining Co. controls every beet-sugar factory in the
United States.

Mr. KELLEY of Michigan. Oh, pshaw!

Mr. KEATING. Absolutely; if not by stock holdings then by
trade arrangements or selling arrangements—every one of them.
There is not an independent beet-sagar company in the United
States when it comes to selling sugar to the consumer.

Mr. KELLEY of Michigan, What is the gentleman's evidence
for that? I think the House is entitled to some proof of that
statement.

The CHATIRMAN. Does the gentleman from Colorado yield
to the gentleman from Michigan?

Mr. KEATING. Yes.

Mr. KELLEY of Michigan. I represent in part the State of
Michigan. where we have many beet-sugar factories.

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman yield?

Mr. KELLEY of Michigan. He said he would. I would like
to know if that is true.

Mr. KEATING. The evidence is to be found in the conditions
that prevail in the sugar trade in this country.

Mr. KELLEY of Michigan. Is that the gentleman’s answer?

Mr. KEATING. That is my answer; and if I had the time I
could go into the figures with the gentleman from Michigan. and
I think I could demonstrate to his satisfaction that there is a
selling arrangement by which the price is fixed for consumers.
I am perfectly sure of that proposition in my own State of
Colorado, and it is never denied out there.

Mr. YOUNG of Neorth Dakota. Mr. Chairman, will the gentle-
man yield?

The CHAIRMAN.

Mr. KEATING.

Does the genfleman yield?
I would like to yield to the gentleman, but

I have only 20 minutes in which to say all I have to say.
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The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman yield?

Mr, KEATING, Yes.

Mr. YOUNG of North Dakota. I want to say to the gentle-
man that in most of the States the people are much interested
in this subject, especially so far as the farming communities are
concerned, representing the great majority of the country, and
if the gentleman has any fizures to carry out the statement he
has just made that there is a trust which fixes the price of sugar
of all kinds, I would like very much to hear from him on that
point. Is there genuine competition between cane-sugar refiners
and beet-sugar manufacturers? I represent a district where we
buy sugar and do not make it, and if the gentleman has in his
possession any facts along that line to the effect that there is
one trust in this country that controls all the sugar industries,
both cane and beet, that is something that the people ought
to know and a thing which I would like to know.

OVERWHELMING EVIDENCE OF COMBINE,

Mr. KEATING. I think the people should know it, Mr. Chair-
man, and that is one of the purposes I have in making this
speech. So far as the State of Colorado is concerned, there is
no question about that; and so far as any other Western State
is concerned, there is no question about it. You read the testi-
mony that was submitted in the suit of the United States
against the American Sugar Refining Co., and you will find that
you can not reach any other conclusion.

After the representatives of the trust had squirmed and sought
1o evade the issue as much as they could the fact was wrung
from them that so far as these western factories were con-
cerned they were controlled by Mr. Havemeyer, and there was
an absolute understanding as to the price at which sugar was
to be sold. And to-day, in every city in Colorado, in every city
in Utah, in every city in Idaho and Montana, the price of sugar
is the price at San Francisco, plus the freight from San Fran-
cisco to the city where you are selling the sugar. In the case of
Denver this freight charge is 55 cents a hundred.

In this connection the case of Grand Junction, Colo., is very
interesting. Until a short time ago the Sugar Trust charged
the people of Grand Junction not only the freight from San
Francisco to Denver but they also charged the freight from
Denver back to Grand Junction, although if they had shipped
the sugar from San Francisco, which they did not, they wonld
have had to pass through Grand Junction to reach Denver. As
a matter of fact they never shipped the sugar from San Fran-
cisco. The sugar is made in Grand Junction, and when a grocer
wants sugar he sends his boy down to the sugar factory and the
sugar is loaded on a wagon and taken to the grocery store.

In the face of this fact the trust tacked a freight charge of
80 cents on every sack of sugar sold in Grand Junction.

The local factory, while styling itself independent, was a party
to the holdup. Eventually public sentiment became so strong
that the trust graciously agreed to waive the freight charge
from Denver to Grand Junction—25 cents—but insisted that
the people must continue to pay the mythical freight charge
from San Francisco to Denver.

Now, Mr. Chairman, in order to finally convince my skeptical
friend from Michigan [Mr. KeLLey] that there is no relation
between the selling price and the cost of production of American-
made sugar, and that the people of this country are paying the
price fixed by the Sugar Trust, I will submit the following table,
showing the price of sugar in various cities on Mareh 15, 1913
Priccs quoted on beet and cane sugar at various western points on

Mar. 15, 1913,
Beet. | Cane.
Cents. | Cenis.
ey s - Ny P T I A T e g L Ty e T 4.76
Omaha, Nebr 4.58
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You will notice, Mr. Chairman, that the closer you live to a
sugar factory the higher the price you pay for sugar. ¥
TOTAL COST TO COUNTRY.

Now let us consider what this robber sugar tariff haz cost
the consumers of this country.

It is estimated by experts that in the years from 1898 to 1911,
inclusive, the consumers of this country paid in increased prices
for sugar the staggering sum of $1,363,774,202.

This would be sufficient to construct three Panama canals;
it would gridiron this country with asphalted roads: or it would
construct a navy which would satisfy even the distinguished
gentleman from Alabama [Mr. Hoesox]. But the most im-
pressive fact is that it represents three times the total value of
all the beet sugar produced in this country during the period
mentioned.

Such economie folly must end.

Now, Mr. Chairman, having counted the cost of a sugar tariff,
suppose we consider the claims of the gentlemen on the other
side of the Chamber that the removal of the tariff on sugar will
destroy the sugar industry in this country.

WILL STIMULATE, NOT DESTROY.

I do not presume to speak for the sugar industry of Louisiana—
I am not an expert on exotics—but so far as Colorado and the
other Western States are concerned, free sugar will, in my judg-
ment, prove a tremendous stimulus to the beet-sugar industry
and will lead fo the establishment of extensive and most impor-
tant auxiliary industries, such as packing, preserving, and so
forth. Free sugar will injure just one class—the owners of the
watered stock of the beet-sugar companies. Unfortunately, the
men who are responsible for the water will not suffer alone.
They have in many cases unloaded the watered or common stock
on the gullible American investor.

One of the men most active in the sugar lobby in this city
boasted to me a short time ago that he did not own a dellar of
common stock. He had sold all his holdings to the widows and
orphans whom he is now parading before the sympathetic eyes
of Congress in an attempt to have the tariff on sugar retained.

The 76 beet-sugar factories in this country are capitalized for
$141,000,000. Their real value is less than. $60,000,000. Eighty
millions of water must be removed, and then the patient will
be able to sit up and take a little nourishment.

Can the western beet-sugar factories pay the farmers the pre-
vailing price for beets—$5.50 for 15 per cent beets—and produce
granulated sugar in competition with the world? Without a
moment’s hesitation, I answer “ Yes.”

How do I arrive at that conclusion? Iet me show you.

COST OF MAEKING BEET SUGAR.

Germany is the world's foremost producer of beet sugar.
German sugar enters the English market and competes with the
sugars of the world. We have not heard anything about the
pauper labor of the Tropics driving German sugar out of Eng-
land. In fact, there is some complaint that this so-called pau-
per labor needs “ protection™ against the vigorous German
sugar maker.

This being the fact, it stands to reason that if we can pro-
duce sugar as cheaply as Germany we, too, can compete with
the world.

That brings us to the question, What does it cost to produce
100 pounds of sugar in Germany and what should it cost in
this country?

The problem is not so complicated as our friends on the other
side of the Chamber would have us believe.

The principal item in the cost of producing beet sugar is the
price pald the farmer for his beets.

In this country the standard price is $5.50 per ton for 15
per cent beets. The factories in Colorado pay that price, not
because their owners are philanthropists, as some gentlemen
would have us believe, but because our farmers will not raise
beets for less. They do not have to. They can raise other
crops of as great money value. I wish the gentieman from
Wyoming [Mr. MoxpeLL] would bear that fact in mind when he
is shedding crocodile tears over the impending impoverish-
ment of Colorado’s farmers.

Thank God, the prosperity of the farmers of my State is not
dependent on the generosity of the Sugar Trust.

I have been to some trouble to ascertain the price paid the
German farmer for his beets. I find that many of the German
factories are run on the cooperative basis. The farmer is
guaranteed a certain sum for his beets and then in addition
receives a share of the dividends paid by the factories. -

The Sugar Trust’s press agents have taken advantage of this
fact to circulate many misleading statements concerning the
compensation received by the German farmer. They give the
guaranteed sum, but make no mention of the additional divi-
dend.
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My inguiries show that the average price received by the Ger-
man farmer is $5.45 per ton for 15 per cent beets. In addition
he receives free seed and from 40 to 60 per cent of the pulp.

So, on the whole, he receives a higher price than his Amerl-
can brother. : .

Thus, on the principal item of cost we find the American
factory has a slight advantage over its German rival.

LABOR COST IN FACTORIES,

“Bnt,” our protectionist friends exclaim, “the German fac-
tories are run by pauper labor.” Well, I never heard a workman
in an American sngar factory complain that he experienced any
difficulty in carrying home his week’s wages on Saturday night.

The fact is that, according to the sugar men's own statement,
the labor cost of producing 100 pounds of sugar is only 14
cents. The German cost may be a liftle less than that, but
not muoch.

The next item in importance is fuel, and we have more coal
in the State of Colorado and more water power in our moun-
tains than you can find in the entire German Empire. Why, sir,
if you will promise to establish an enterprise of importance in
my town of Pueblo I will guarantee to furnish you with the
cheapest power in the world.

Now, let us summarize. The German factory pays more for
jts beets and its fuel and a little less for its labor than the
American factory. In other words, it is about an * even break.”
And do gentlemen contend that Yankee brains and Yankee
brawn require more than that to win in any of life’s coutests?

Of course, in all fairness, I should admit that the German
factory owner has one decided advantage over us. He is not
staggering under a mountain of watered stock. He is satisfied
with a reasenable return on the capital actually invested, and
onr sugar magnates will come to that after this bill is placed
on the statute books.

The factory pays the American farmer about 1.9 cents per
pound for the sugar in his beets. It costs about six-tenths of
a cent per pound to extract the sugar. That makes the factory
cost about 25 cents per pound.

The average price for sugar in London—and that is the
world price, and will not be changed materially by anything we
may do here—is 3.6 cents per pound.

There is an ample margin there to attract capital to beet-
sugar factories efficiently managed and capitalized at their real
value.

ARE OUR FACTORIES UP TO DATE?

Just a word on this question of the efficiency of American fac-
tories. I have in my hand the annual report of the American
Beet Sugar Co. for 1911. I might say that, as I understand
these fizures, they show the company earned more than 40 per
cent that year on the capital actually invested.

That is not the point I wanted to make, however. This re-
port shows that this company owns six factories, and that at
least three of them—those located at Rocky Ford and Lamar,
Colo., and Grand Island, Nebr.—are equipped with machinery
which is out of date and costly to operate.

The deseription of the Lamar factory will answer for all the
others. This repoert says of the Lamar plant:

Its machinery Is of an old French pattern, removed from the com-
pany's abandoned Norfolk factory, and therefore far out of date and
comparatively expensive to operate.

1 will admit that that kind of a collection of old junk can not
be expected to compete with the world. but I contend the Ameri-
can people should not be taxed to keep it and other antiquated
plants like it in operation.

Give us new, up-to-the-minnte plants and we will not require
a tariff,

SELLING OUT TO THE SUGAR TRUST.

I wish I had the time, Mr. Chairman, to go into another very
interesting phase of this sugar question. 1 should like to tell
the story -of how the men who are now directing the sugar
lobby in this city betrayed the beet-sugar interests of the West
to the Sugar Trust and became the paid agents of Havemeyer
and his associates.

I have before me three bulky volumes of the evidence taken
in the case of the United States against The American Suogar
Refining Co. and others in the United Btates District Court for
the Southern District of New York.

One of the witnesses in that case was Chester 8. Morey,
president of the Great Western Sugar Co., and a leading busi-
ness man of Denver.

Mr. Morey testified that he went into the beei-sugar business
in 1901. At that time all the beet-sugar factories in the West
were independent concerns, promoted in large part by loecal
capital. The industry was developing by leaps and bounds.
Tests had shown that vast areas in the West were adapted to
ithe growth of the sugar beet, and scores of towns were planning
to erect factories.

Mr. Morey swears that in less than a year after he secured
an interest in a factory in northern Colorado he conceived the
idea of selling out to the Sugar Trust. He tells in detail how
Efr v;je;ni;: %od‘;vn toarlﬁf“tth York, met Havemeyer, got a big price

oldings, en became the pald secret
head of the Sugar Trust. e it

This evidence shows that it was Morey's business to hamper
and harass the beet-sugar business gf the West. Acting under
directions from Havemeyer he first sought to prevent the erec-
tion of new factories, and failing in that endeavored to secure
a controlling interest in the new enterprises.

These volumes show that the trust and its representatives did
not hesitate to threaten to ruin men if they dared go into the
sugar business in defiance of Havemeyer's wishes.

Morey was not alone in this work. Havemeyer had his rep-
resentatives in Utah, Idaho, Montana, and California—wher-
ever the indusiry promised to become establizshed.

COMBINED TO OPPRESS FARMERS,

These agents of the trust not only discouraged the establish-
ment of new plants, but they banded together to keep down the
price paid the farmers for their beets. The farmers organized
and succeeded by a series of struggles in forcing the price of
beets from $4.50 to $5.50 per ton, but capital was effectnally
discouraged from investing in independent sugar plants. :

Did the time permit I could read the testimony to prove how
these agents of the trust succeeded in preventing the erection of
sugar factories at Brighton and Durango, in my State, and at
various points in other States.

I can not refrain from reading just one letter from Morey to
his employer—Havemeyer. Some Colorado Springs capitalists
planned to erect a sugar factory at Sheridan, Wyo. Morey sent
his friend Boettcher to them and endeavored to discourage
them. He even used the old tariff bugaboo to frighten them,
but they were evidently familiar with that time-worn fake and
maintained their position. Then Morey wrote the following
plaintive wail to Havemeyer, and it shows just how much he
g}atlnmrested in developing the beet-sugar industry in the

est:

THE GREAT WESTERY Broar Co.,
Denver, Colo., June 8, 1906.
Mr. H. 0. HAvEMEYER, New York.

DeAr Sir: The Inclosed letter from Mr. Boettcher explains itself,
Would like to know if you see any way to check this kind of competi-
tion. 1 sometimes think it Is a mistake not listing our stock and
offering it for sale; if people want £o buy common stock we ought to

ive them a chance to come in. This is simply a suggestion. We are
ing everything we can to disconrage the building of any more fac-
tories until the matter of tariff legislation Is more settled than it is at
present, We are using that as a basis of argument against the boilding

of any more factories
Promoters like the Garden City and the Sheridan people are claiming
that trusts have made great profits out of the business, and in that

o umfmmiﬁl;}c;%ﬁrs. C. 8. MOEEY.
This letter was written six years ago when our Republican
friends were in control of the Government, and there was not
one chance in a thousand that there would be any “tinkering
with the tariff.”
EAERNINGS OF THE FACTORIES,

And now, Mr. Chairman, permit me to read just one more

letter from Mr. Morey. This time to demonstrate the enormous

profits earned by the beet-sugar companies. This letter was
written by Morey to Washington B. Thomas, president of the
Sugar Trust, on March 19, 1910 :

You will notice that this year, in addition to the regular 2} per cent
depreclation which we bave been deducting for the last three years, we
1 do not want this

have set up $1,000,000 in dc;pmiatim;h :cserveia .5 ot -
ear's earn o ap r a8 large as ey wou we had not made
i f ct:nn!ﬁ]";‘.321 “board of directors

this entry.
does pnot approve of it Lezrvi
You will note that our total surplus is shown by these statements as

a little over £3.000.000. This does not inelude any surplus from the
Billings Co., the Great Western Railway Co., and other corporations,
which really add mearly $2.000,000.

Qur sugar is Invoiced at 4 cents, and judzing from present market
indications there is at least $1,000,000 profit that will show up in next
year's business, The value of our real estate and railroads over and
above the amount at which they are carried is at least £5,000,000, so
that the actual surplus is nearer $9,000,000 than $5,000,000.

The Great Western Sugar Co. had been in existence about five
years; had paid yearly dividends and aecumulated a surplus of

$9,000.000. No wonder Mr., Morey did not want the public to

know the facts.
WILL PUT INDUSTRY ON ITS FEET.

I prefaced my remarks with the statement that I believed
free sugar would stimulate the sugar industry of Colorado, not
destroy it.

Why? Because I believe free sngar will demonstrate that
Colorado's sugar industry is a legitimate industry—that we can
raise beets and make sugar in eompatition with the world.

Once we have proven that faet to the satisfacetion of the think-
ing business men, capital will flow into our State for the estab-

this ecan be changed if the
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lishment of sugar factories. It will be impossible for the trust’s
agents to frighten it away. They can not use the possibility of
tariff legislation as a bugaboo, for the industry will be stand-
ing erect on its own legs.

That Investors have already sensed this truth is shown by an
advertisement which I received this morning announcing the
formation of an independent sugar company in Colorado. The
organizer, Ward Darley, is a man who has felt the fangs of
the Sugar Trust, and ¥ . rejoices that we are about to strike the
shackles from the limbs of this great industry.

WILL AID COLORADO'S FRUIT RAISERS.

But that will be only one of the many benefits which will
inure to the people of Colorado from this legislation.

Under free sugar the consumers will save $1,400,000 a year,
which now goes to swell the dividends of the Sugar Trust.

When I began my campaign last year the sugar consumers of
Colorado were paying $1 for 14 pounds of sugar. TUnder this
bill they will receive from 20 to 25 pounds for a dollar.

Colorado is one of the great fruit-raising States of the Union.
Last year tens of thousands of dollars’ worth of fruit perished
in our orchards. If this industry is to be saved Colorado must
be dotted with preserving and packing plants. To secure these
plants we must have cheap sugar.

To-day we produce ten times the sugar we consume, and we
pay 2 cents a pound more for sugar than the same sugar is sold
for on the docks of New York for export to England.

12 we could buy our sugar at the cost of production, plus a
reasonable interest on the capital actually invested i our sugar
factories, we could build up in Colorado a packin;- and presery-
ing industry which would be the pride of this Nation.

Exhaustive study has convinced me of the truth of what I
have said this afternoon. I would not knowingly do anything
to retard the material prosperity of my State. I have lived there
all my life. Every dollar I have in the world is invested there.
I trust when my eyes are closing for my last long sleep they
will be permitted to glimpse the snow-capped glory of her peaks.
I believe I am a loving, loyal son of the Commonwealth, and I
am convineed that in voting for this bill I am rendering a dis-
tinet service to my State and its people.

The CHATIRMAN (Mr. Garrerr of Texas). The time of the
gentleman from Colorado bas expired. At the request of the
chairman of the Ways and Means Committee the Chair rec-
ognizes the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. O'HaIr].

Mr. MURDOCK. I was going to suggest that inasmuch as
the chairman of the Committee on Ways and Means was absent
and I kunew that he intended to recognize the gentleman from
Illinois [Mr. O'Hair], I would yield him the time, out of the
time of the gentleman from Alabama, however. [Laughter.]

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Illinois [Mr. O’'HAIr]
is recognized,

Mr. O'HAIR. Mr. Chairman, the courtesy of the distin-
guished Progressive leader from Kansas [Mr. Murpock] recalls
very foreibly to my mind the generosity displayed by some of
our friends on the minority side last fall.

I trust that during the course of my remarks there will be no
disturbance by loud and tumultuous applause. [Laughter and
applause.]

The tariff question during the last 50 years has presented a

subject for radical dispute among the American people, and

probably on no other question of public debate has there been
such unanimous disagreement.

If after all these years of discussion and public edueation the
per cent of the people who know something about the tariff were
as great as the per cent who never have been able to under-
stand it, we might then hope at some future time to arrive at a
true solution of this great public problem.

After reading and listening to a great number of speeches
.presenting the tariff issue from an academic standpoint and
after an honest attempt to try to understand the different
theories of a harmonious tariff schedule as an entity, my brain
feels very much as if it had been subjected to an electric buzzer
or an attempt to read and understand the printed rules govern-
ing this House.

I know this, however, and there seems to be no one with any
reputation for good sense who contradicts the proposition, that
the tariff is a tax and that the ultimate consumer has to pay
the tax. With this much clear in my mind and uncontradicted
I want to say that if a protective tariff tax produces prosperity
it is the first instance among men, either savage or civilized,
since the beginning of time that a tax has been regarded as an
evidence of prosperity and a thing altogether to be desired.

The good people of the district which I have the honor of
representing do not seem to be disturbed by the prospects of
the enactment of this bill into law. I have not received one
letter nor one telegram of protest from any of my friends or

constituents, but I have received many communications in
which congratulations were extended to the Democratic Party
for the faithful manner in which it was proceeding to carry
out to the letter the pledges of our platform.

I am not worried nor bothered very much over the theory of
tariff making, because I am a believer in freedom of all kinds
under proper conditions—freedom of conscience, freedom of
speech, freedom of action, and freedom of trade relations when
that time shall have arrived. 3

I believe that the fewest laws of a restrictive nature with
which it is possible to govern a civilized country are the most
consistent with peace and prosperity.

Of course everyone realizes that the unnatural and artificial
conditions in some business interests, founded and built up by
subsidies in the form of a protective tariff, must be let down to
a common level and to their natural condition gradually.

It takes about as long to walk down a hill as it did to walk
to the top on the other side. It takes nearly as long to cure
a chronic disease as the disease was in maturing. So it may
take a considerable time to regulate these unnatural business
concerns and to establish an understanding with them that they
must do business without expecting the Government to protect
them. To administer medicine enough at one dose to cure an
aggravated disease would result in death to the patient. So to
attempt to right the evils which have grown up under the pro-
tective system at once might result injuriously.

The Underwood bill, now before us for consideration, is based
on a splendid theory for lowering the tariff bars, and, as I see
it, its different parts are in harmony one with the other.

Of course under our present system we all recognize that
funds must be raised with which to conduet the affairs of this
Government. That being true, the only theory that appeals to
me is the one that places the burden of taxation most heavily
upon the shoulders of those most able to bear it and who are
least accustomed to bearing it under the system heretofore
adopted by the Republican Party.

I believe that there should be the least tariff on the neces-
saries of life and the highest tariff on the luxuries of life.
And right here is a line not clearly marked nor defined as to
what are necessaries and what are luxuries.

A luxury is something that nobody needs, but which rich
people buy because poor people can not.

A necessary of life is something that everyone must have in
order to live out his full allotment of time.

In reading this bill I have found a few things that I would
change. Most of us would revise the Seriptures, no doubt, if
we were given an opportunity. I would revise this bill by
putting a tax of 100 per cent vn diamonds of all kinds, as well
as on pearls and jewelry. I believe that diamonds are of abso-
lutely no use on earth to mankind. The human race would
live just as long and would be just as happy and healthy with-
out them as with them. I would rather have a crumb of bread
and a drop of water with which to sustain life and enable me
to live out my allotted time than a bushel of the finest diamonds
and pearls in the world; and that is the reason I would put a
high tax on diamonds. [Applause.]

I do not think I should be accused of entertaining a preju-
dice against diamonds, or people who own dinmonds or who
expect to own them, because I also would raise the tariff on
silks; and, if T am not mistaken, we have one silk dress in
our family. Silk is partly a luxury and partly a necessity. A
silk dress will warm the body. Silk will serve as wearing
apparel, and to that extent is possessed of the elements of a
necessary of life; but a large part of its value is made up of
what might be termed useless, ornamental, and luxurious qual-
ities, and to that extent I would tax silk very high. Those
who ecan afford silks and diamonds as luxuries wonld have to
pay more dearly if I were making this bill than they will be
compelled to pay under its provisions as it now stands.

This bill could not possibly suit all Democrats. It probably
is true that it does not in its entirety suit any Democrat, but I
believe that it comes nearest being the composite belief and opin-
fon of what is right in this matter of any bill that could have
been presented to this House. It possesses sufficient harmony to
slide down from the top of the protective system to the common
level of equal justice and the harbor of equal rights and privi-
leges.

I will not say as, four years ago, ilid the man who occupied
the great office of President of the United States that this is the
best tariff bill that ever was written. That sbeech got that
President into more trouble than everything else that he ever
ginid while he was President. I would not use such an exag-
gerated expression about this bill, but I will say this about it,
that it has the fewest faults of any bill that I have had an
opportunity to read.
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Mr. Chairman, this law, if enacted, may disturb some busi-
mess interests: there are some business interests in this coun-
try that ought to be disturbed. Any business that has been
fertilized by a protective tariff of personal favor and pampered
privilege ought to be destroyed, but all of those business af-
fairs that have been created by the brawn and brain of Ameri-
can industry, that are fostered and fertilized by the honest en-
deavor of progressive manhood, I do not believe need fear for
one moment that their interests will be disturbed nor their trade
relations digastrously affected by the enactment of this tariff
law, [Loud applause on the Democratic side.]

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. Chairman, I would like to ask how
the time stands between the two sides of the House.

_ The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Alabama has used
8 hours and 2 minutes and the gentleman from New York 9
hours and 34 minutes.

Mr. UNDERWOOD.
Illinois [Mr. GorRMAN].

Mr. GORMAN. Mr. Chairman, I approach the discussion of

the bill now under consideration with some reluctance because
of the great number of able and distinguished gentlemen on
both sides of this Chamber who have eloquently and learnedly
contributed of their vast store of knowledge on tariff legisla-
tion and legislative experience to the analysis of the pending
bill, and the comparison of it with preceeding tariffi measures,
to the enlightenment of the House and the general information
of the country.
"~ I realize also that what I shall say here is uttered in the
presence of master minds and of men who have devoted the
best years of their lives to the service of the public, and who
bring to the debate on the pending measure not only the ripe
experience of many years, but also that confidence-which comes
alone from long-continued service and devotion to the public
weal.

If T were to be guided by my personal feelings in the prem-
ises, I would content myself with simply voting as my judg-
ment and political convictions bid me, and spare myself the
labor of preparing what I am about to submit as well as spare
the House the discomfort of listening to my feeble contribution
to a much discussed and now thoroughly analyzed tariff
measure. :

But, Mr. Chairman, my own feelings and my regard for the
feeling of the Members of this body can not control me. I have
been chosen to represent a congressional district in the great
Commonwealth of Illinois, whose population, according to the
last census, was more than 250,000 souls, and whose inbhabitants
are engaged in every conceivable avenue of legitimate human
endeavor. The farmer, the school-teacher, the banker, the
laborer, the mechanie, the merchant, and the clergyman are all
enumerated in the census of the third congressional district of
Illinois, and the high order of that district’s intelligence de-
mands of its Representative in Congress something more than
the mere announcement of his vote on a measure which is
designed to levy taxes on the people of the country amounting
to hundreds of millions of dollars.

AMr. Chairman, whether my action here be right or wrong,
my guide in that regard shall be my conscience and my duty
as I see it to those who have by their votes cast honor and re-
sponsibility upon me far beyond the measure of my worth, and
in the discharge of that duty my first obligation is to give
expression to those convictions which prompt my action, so
that when my vote and act are submitted for scrutiny to those
who have the right to scrutinize, they will know as well and
be in a position to judge not only the act, but the motive which
prompted it.

The bill now under consideration is called a tariff bill, and
all bills of like character, I find, from the beginning of the
Government have been called tariff bills.

1 am prompted to inquire why such measures are called
tariff bills, My limited knowledge of the science of legislation
is my only excuse for suggesting the question, but I confess to
a belief that the bill now under consideration and all other
similar measures would be better entitled if they were called
bills “to tax the American people for the maintenance of the
Government,” for such, in truth, every tariff bill is.

The legislative legerdemain practiced by the Republicans
and their outery for * protection to American industries” and
‘“the foreigner pays the tax” have led to a false impression
that a tariff bill is not a taxation measure, and I believe that
a plain designation of the bill by a title that truthfully ex-
presses its purpose would help materially to destroy the illu-
sions as to who pays the tax and what is being * protected.”

Our IRtepublican brethren in presenting tariff measures have
‘reveled in the high-sounding phraseology of a bill “ to provide
revenue, to protect American industries, and for -other pur-

I now yield to the gentleman from
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poses,” whereas if no disguise were resorted to such bills should
have been entitled in contrast to the measure now under consid-
eration, bills “ to overtax the American people, to increase our
crop of millionaires, and incidentally provide some reveuue.”

There was a time when the Republicans boasted in justifica-
tion of their alleged protective measures that “ the foreigner
paid the tax,” but I venture to assert that no gentleman on the
other side of this Chamber will now assert that exploded and
threadbare theory. They must confess that whatever revenue
is derived from the pending tariff measure as well as any pre-
ceding tariff measure that was enacted into the law must be
paid by the ultimate American consumer, except such revenue
alone as is provided by the income-tax feature of the bill now
under consideration. -

Dismissing al! theory for the time being and looking sqnarely
at the facts, we are confronted with this sitnation:

The Government needs for its economic management for the

‘| coming year, according to the Treasury estimates, more than

$800,000,000. This revenue can be derived only in the follow-
ing ways: Either by a direct tax on the American people or an
indirect tax levied in the first instance on commodities shipped
to our shores from abroud and eventually through the sale and
distribution of those commodities to the ultimate consumer, who
takes the commodity charged with its proportion of the tariff
tax, which is included in its price and which proportion of the
tax the ultimate consumer has to pay; or this revenue may be
derlved by a combination of the direct and indirect tax, as is
proposed by the pending measure.

The objections which have been urged against this bill by
those who sit on the other side of the Chamber are that the
indirect taxes provided by the bill are not sufficient to produce
the requisite revenne, and therefore it is not a revenue mensure;
that the income-tax clause of the bill is objectionable becaunse
it is new and untried; it is inquisitorial and will prove expensive
and objectionable in its enforcement. Without conceding any
force or merit to these objections, they are entirely beside the
issue.

Taxes are necessary fo the maintenance of the Government,
and the levying of taxes is the highest function which govern-
ment can exercise. In the exercise of that great function the
Government must be guided by a spirit of absolute and inde-
pendent justice to all its people—men, women, and children.

Any system of taxation which is levied on the taxpayer with-
out regard to his proportion or his ability to pay is wrong. The
indirect system of taxation, coupled with the doctrine of extreme
protection, as advocated by the Republicans, has proven vicious in
its application. To determine whether protection is right or
wrong as a system of taxation, its effect upon the great masses
of the people, when applied to one of the great necessities of life,
it strikes me is a fair way to test the question, and as the Payne-
Aldrich law is the last expression by the Republican Party on
the subject of protective-tariff legislation, and as Schedule K
of that law, which deals with wool and woolen manufactures, is
the most pronounced application of the protection principle, and
as wool is a great, if not the greatest, necessity to the consum-
ing masses of the people, I shall direct the attention of the
House briefly to the famous Schedule K.

Under the provisions of the Payne-Aldrich law wool yarns
used in knitting and mending socks and stockings are taxed
79.44 per cent, woolen underwear is taxed 93.29 per cent, woclen
dress goods 99.70 per cent, and ready-made woolen suits are
taxed 79.29 per cent. The items which I have here enumerated
are absolute necessities to the farmer and workingman. I
maintain that when the American workingman, whose wesnlth
usually consists of his wife, his children, his daily wage, and his
ability to earn a living. is obliged to pay 79 per cent of the price
of the yarn used in knitting and mending socks and stockings,
93 per cent of the cost of the woolen underwear used by his
family, 99 per cent of the price of their woolen dress goods, and
79 per cent of the price of their ready-made suits of clothes in
taxes for the support of his Government he is paying far more
than his just share and is being taxed far beyoad his ability to
pay, as the family of the average American workingman is five
children, while the millionaire’s family is usuvally less in num-
ber than that of the workingman. They buy no yarn for knit-
ting or mending socks, their suits are not ready-made, the
raiment of the millionaire’s family is usually silk or satin, and
it is not unusual, I am told, for them to go across the water to
make such purchases as they require.

The Republican Party regards Schedule K in the Payne-
Aldrich bill a necessary measure to protect American industry,
and insists that it is for the benefit of the American work-
ingman.

Tallyrand once said: “ Language is used chiefly to conceal
thought.” Our Republican friends have developed into past
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masiers of {he art of using language according to Tallyrand’s
conception of ils use. DBut the American people have a different
iden about the use of langnage, and they demand that all lan-
guage—and especially that which is used in our siatutes—shall
be designed not to conceal but {o express thought. The langnage
of Scheduie K, while it is said to be intended for the protection
of American industry and American labor, in fact permits the
plunder of the public by the Wool Trust.

It might be interesting to observe that the total number
of people engaged in woolen-manufacturing industries _1n the
TUnited States, according to the census of 1905. was 179.976, and
of this number 12,913 were children under the age of 16 years.
Is it justifiable on any ground, let me ask—economie, patriotie,
humanitarian, or any other conceivable ground—that 92.000.000
people should be taxed from 79 per cent to 99 per cent on all the
woolen goods they buy in order that the wool-manufacturing
industry in America should live?

Is such a tax necessary in order to protect the woolen in-
dustry? And from what is it to be protected? Will your an-
swer be the “ pauper labor of Europe™? If so, I must ask that
you be more specific. Please designate the country from whieh
this “pauper labor™ comes. You can not mean Germany, be-
cause Germany has a tariff as prohibitive as our own, and
according to your philosophy pauper labor can not exist where
a protective tariff obtains. The same may be said of France
and Italy and, in fact, of every country of Europe with the
exception of England. But there is another reason why you
can not designate the country from which this so-called * pauper
labor ™ comes, and that is that you dare not stand upon the publie
platform in your congressional districts and specify the panper
labor of Germany, because every son of the fatherland knows
as well as you know that there is no pauper labor in Ger-
many that the American workingman need fear; and to
designate Italy, France, or Great Britain as the counfry from
which pauper labor emanates would be to insult the intelligence
of the German. French, Italian, or British American citizen,
and would doubtless result in the loss of his vote to the Repub-
lican Party. The “ pauper labor” of Europe argument is be-
coming as hollow sounding and insincere as the timeworn argu-
ment, “ the forelgner pays the tax.”

But let us take another view of this tariff proposition as it
applies to the woolen industry. That being the best protected
industry in Ameriea, according to the Payne-Aldrich bill, it
would be logieal to suppose, if protection affected wages, that
the wages of the woolen-mill employeas would be the highest
in America. But such is not the fact. The disclosures result-
ing from the investigation that grew out of the Lawrence sirike
exposed the horrible conditions under which the employees of
the woolen mills live, and the fact was there established that
they are among the poorest-paid employees in America. On the
other hand, if we look for the best-paid employees in America,
we must go to an industry that is in no way connected with
tariff bills or schedules. The men employad In the building
trades are among the highest-paid employees in the United
States, and their wages are not due to a protective tariff, but to
their intelligence, their experience, their efficiency, and the
strength of the trades-unions.

Yet, under the guise of protection to American industries, the
American farmer and workingman is taxed from 79 per cent
to 99 per cent on all the woolen yarn, woolen underweur,
woolen dress goods, and ready-made suits he buys to protect
an industry that employs nearly 13,000 little boys and girls un-
der the age of 16 years. Thirteen thousand little boys and girls
are being sacrificed on the altar of corporation greed, are being
exploited by woolen manufacturers, are being—

Made to lose the freedom of the sod,
And, like a colt, for work be shod

hod.
And madeé to tread ihe mills of toll
Up and down In ceaseless moil,

And all this in order that the wool manufacturer might wor-
ship his golden calf.

I heard the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. Hurings] say
that there were many good features in the Underwood bill for
which he would like very much to vote, but that there were
some features to which he had objections and for which he would
not vote. I agree with the gentleman from Pennsylvania that
there are some fentures in this bill which are not exactly as
they might be. There are schedules in this bill which, in my
judgment, are still too high ; but I want to say to my Progressive
friends that when they compare the good features of the bill
with what they are pleased to consider objectionable features
they will find that the good points far outweigh the objection-
able ones, and that is more than can be said for any Republican
tariff bill that was ever passed. They were all bad, but some
parts were worse than others. You gentlemen of the Progressive

Party must not expect us to present a perfect bill; you exact
too much of ns when you ask us to correct all the wrongs of
40 years of Republican misrule in a single legislative act.

It has been frequently asserted by gentiemen on the other
side of the aisle that the tariff is not the cause of our high
cost of living, but that the increased cost of distribution is
responsible for the high cost of living. I concede that the cost
of distribution has materially increased in recent years and
that it has manifested ifself upon the cost of all the necessl-
ties of life, but this increased cost of distribution is directly
traceable to the high protective tariff. All prices under the
protective system are artificial—the price of distribution as well
as the price of the commodity.

Protection is nothing more than a promise to secure for the
manufacturer of a commodity a price for his product that the
consumer would not otherwise pay, and every dollar added
to the price of a commodity in tariff taxes causes just so much
more capital to be tied up in the great work of distribution,
If the price of a commedity is increased 50 per cent by reason
of a tariff tax, then the amount of capital required of every
wholesaler and retailer handling that commodity must be in-
creased in proportion.

The tariff does not protect the distributor; he pays the In-
creased price, and this increase of price enters into every trans-
action in which that commodity enters. Like watered stock,
which adds nothing to the tangible assets of a corporation
yet is required to earn dividends, that part of the price of a
commodity which is artificial imposes its proportion of burden
upon the nltimate consumer just as the watered stock imposes
upon the public who must pay the dividends its unnecessary
public burden, and the artificinl proportion of the price of a
commodity i8 passed from the wholesaler through all the proc-
esses of distribution to its last vietim, the ultimate consumer.
This artificial price, which requires the use of more capital,
does not increase the amount of labor performed, does not in-
crease the number of employees in a given industry, and accom-
plishes nothing by virtue of its increase of cost which conld
not be as well accomplished, and perhaps better so, if the price
were determined by competition and not be arbitrarily fixed
by a prohibitive tariff.

But, Mr. Chairman, there is another feature of the protective
system that is worthy of our attention at this time—in connec-
tion with the wool schedule in particular. I have heard it said,
and doubtless others in this House have heard it stated also,
that very little, if any, of the goods now on the market labeled
“wool” is, in fact, all wool. Shoddy, noils, and vegetable
fibers are said to be large constituents in what now passes for
pure wool and is charged for as such. This is another of the
many evils of a prohibitive tariff. It enables the manufac-
turer to foist upon the consumer a cheap, inferior article, and
the consumer must accept it and pay the price asked, since there
is no competition.

Mr. Chairman, this bill carries with it a feature that no
patriotie citizen can well refuse to support. Under our direct
system of taxation the surplus wealth of the country was
esciping its just burden for the support of the Government,
which lay heavily upon the great consuming masses of our
people.

The income-tax clavse of the pending tariff bill marks a new
era in our fiscal system.

It may be true, as some on the other side of the aisle as-
sert, that the income tax will prove obnoxious, but if it does
it will be obnoxious only to those who have for years been
escaping their just burden of taxation and are still unwilling
to accept the new order; it may be an expensive way to collect
taxes, but if it is it will be because those who ought to pay
throw obstacles In the way of its collection; it may be in-
quisitorial, but if it is it will be because those who have for
years been enjoying the sheltering shade of the protective-tariff
wall are now unwilling to come out into the open and contribute
their just share to the support of that Government which for
years has lavished its favors upon them.

The enactment of the income tax and a reduction in tariff
duties is but responsive to an awakened public sentiment and an
aroused public conscience.

Never again will any political party have the hardihocod to
perpeirate upon the American people the outrages that were
inflicted upon them by the Dingley and Payne-Aldrich tariff
bills. The false theories of protection are gradually being ex-
ploded. That the foreigner pays the tax; that a protective tariff
produces revenue; that protection, so caHed, protects the Ameri-
can workingman against pauper labor of Europe are gradually
being thrown into the dust heap of oblivion with all the other
follies and hobgoblins that progress, truth, and edueation have
turned their searchlight upon and made to vanish,
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I would not have anyone infer from what I have said here
that I am an advoeate of low prices, but when the cost of living
inereases out of all proportion to the increase in wages the sys-
tem which permits such conditions to exist must be changed.

According to the bulletins of the Department of Labor, the
wholesale prices of farm products had increased in 1907 over
the prices of 1806, 75.01 per cent. Food had increased in price
during the same period 40.06 per cent. Clothing had increased
in price during that period 38.08 per cent, while wages had
increased only 29.02 per cent. Farm products had increased
in 1012, 118.08 per cent; food, 66.05 per cent; clothing, 82.02 per
cent over the price of the same commodities in 1896,

This lack of proportion is due in large measure, if not en-
tirely, to the evils resulting from the protective system and the
extremes to which it has been carried.

In delivering his message to Congress on April 7, the Presi-
dent said:

We have seen tarlff legislatlon wander very far afield in our dng—
very far indeed from the field in which onr Erossperity mifht have had
a normal growth and stimulation, No one who looks the facts squarely
in the face or knows anything that lies beneath the surface of action
can fail to perceive the principles upon which recent tariff legislation
have been hased. We long ago passed beyond the modest notion of
“ protecting " the industries of the couniry and moved boldly forward
to the idea that they were entitled to the direct patronage of the
Government.

This langnage has no weight with our Republican friends, I
know ; but I will guote to them the words of one who once had
weight with them, and if his words have no weight with Repub-
licans now it is because the Republicans of to-day have wan-
dered far afield from the principles that actuated their great
leaders of the past. \

The words I am about to quote were uttered by one who
eraced these Halls with his presence, and many a time did these
corridors ring with his eloquence and might. He lives to-day,
and will forever, in the loving, patriotic memory of his country-
men. He was the second of our three martyred Presidents,
James A. Garfield.

On April 1, 1870, the House being in Committee of the Whole,
having under consideration a bill-to provide revenue, Mi. Gar-
field said: =

1 hold that a properly edjusted competition between home and forel,
Brodncts is the best gauge by which to regulate international trade.

utles should be =0 high that our manufacturers can fairly compete
with the foreign products, but not so high as to enable them to drive
out the foreign article, enfoy a monopoly of the trade, and regulate the
price as they please,

This is my doctrine of protection. If Congress pursues this line of
policy we shall, year by year, approach more nearly to the basls of free
trade, because we shall be more nearly able to compete with other
nations on equal terms. I am for a protection which leads to ultimate
free trade. am for free trade which can only be achieved through
a reasonable protection.

Yes, Mr. Chairman, we have wandered far afield in tariff leg-
islation in recent years, and an aroused public conscience has
summoned those who are charged with the responsibility of leg-
jslation to lead the way back to the trail that was blazed by
the founders of the Republic. We must make the Governmment
be the servant of all the people; in the levying of thxes we must
have regard to proportion and the ability of the taxpayer to
pay; we must permit no man who enjoys the benefits of our
Government to escape his just share of its responsibilities. We
must assess taxes with a view to maintaining the Government
and not with a view to giving any class of our population undue
advantages over any other class. Class legislation must be
avoided if the Republic is to endure.

I have heard much talk from the Republican side these last
few days about a tariff board, and their loud protestations have
prompted me to inquire as to how long our Republican friends
have favored a tariff board. I find that in their national plat-
form of 1904 they say no one but the Republican Party is com-
petent to deal with the tariff. In 1908 they are silent on the
proposition of a tariff board, and in 1912 the tariff board is men-
tion for the first time in a Republican platform. In 1904, when
they were in full power and possessed of much conceit, they would
not notice a tariff board, but after they were driven out of power
in the House of Representatives in 1910, and with defeat staring
them in the face in 1912, in a last desperate effort to win back
that publie confidence which they had abused and to try to
stem the tide of popularity which Mr. Roosevelt and the Pro-
gressive Party were developing they went on record in their
national platform of 1912 as being in favor of a tariff board,
to be appointed by the President or Congress. The American
people went on record also in 1912 in favor of a tariff commis-
sion of their own choosing. That commission, chosen by the
people and responsible to the people, consisting of a Democratie
House of Representatives, a Democratic United States Senate,
and a Democratic President of the United States, have presented
their bill for the revision of the tariff downward; that bhill has

been received by this House and the couniry with approval,
and the people eagerly await its enactment into law. The Demo-
cratic Party was commissioned by the people to do what the
Republicans promised to do and failed of doing. We propose
to redeem our pledges to the people. Under the pending bill,
when enacted into law, the entire American people will pros-
per, American industries will thrive, and the croaking of the
pessimist will be silenced by the hum of industry and the whirl-
ing wheels of commerce. We are about to enter upon the great-
est period of peace, prosperity, and plenty that our country has
ever known.

Mr. PAYNE. Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gentleman from
Kansas [Mr, Murpock].

Mr, MURDOCK. Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gentleman
from Illinois [Mr. CoPLEY].

Mr. COPLEY. Mr. Chairman, I believe that, with the excep-
tion of some question which involves the honor of this Nation
and its people, no problem can come before this Congress which
more vitally affects the welfare and the well-being of the people
of our country than the tariff, the fiscal policy of the Govern-
ment, in so far as it makes for the prosperity of all our people.
I find most eminent authority for this opinion. In the last num-
ber of a prominent American magazine the distingnished Presi-
dent of the United States himself expresses the idea that it is
absolutely essential for the general welfare of all peoples that
they should be well fed, well clothed, and adegquately housed.
In other words, that it is the prime function of government to
legislate in such manner, if possible, that the great body of citi-
zens shall prosper.

UNSCIENTIFIC ARRANGEMENT OF DUTIES,

I will not take your time in an extended survey of the his-
tory of tariff legislation in this and other countries, nor am I
going to impose upon your patience by attempting to review,
item by item, House bill No. 3321. I frankly confess my in-
ability to do this, and I marvel at the mental grasp of a com-
mittee of my colleagues who, giving but a few hours a day for
a comparatively brief period, have been able to satisfy them-
selves that the duties levied by this measure are fixed at such
a figure as promotes industry and prosperity in this country to
the highest degree.

All the more I marvel when I consider that these same men
have the same routine, time-consuming, nerve-devouring tasks
to perform for the benefit of the people of their respective dis-
tricts which my own constituents ask of me. But even this
wonder vanishes and blends into a much greater one when I
consider how a caucus of a great party meets and reads over
this bill, item by item, probably the first time that one out of
ten of you had ever seen it, and after ench man has presented the
needs for some modification in behalf of the particular indus-
tries of his district, you all finally agree that it was just right as
it was presented to you and join unanimously in handing this
bill on to the House of Representatives as your party’s panacea
for all the ills from which the good people of this country are
suffering,

As a patriotic American I share with you in your hopes that
this bill will be followed by general prosperity, although my
business training and a lifetime study of industrial conditions
raise in my mind a very grave and considerable doubt. I -vould
feel more confidence, and I think this would be shared gen-
erally by the people of this country, if we knew the facts from
which your conclusions are drawn. So far as I am able to see,
the majority party in caucus finally expresses its confidence in
the judgment of their colleagues who make up a majority of
the Ways and Means Committee, and that committee, to the
best of my knowledge and belief, in turn expresses its confidence
in the distinguished chairman.

Now, gentlemen, I am ready for the test. If my theories of
a lifetime have beea wrong I shall be only too glad to ncknowl-
edge it, but believing in them, as I do, and knowing that they
are shared by more than 80 per cent of the people of my dis-
trict, I should feel recreant to my trust did I not register a pro-
test against this or any other bill on a subject so vital to the
welfare of all of them, which was prepared by a few men, in
hearings which were practically secret, and without the aid of
unprejudiced, nonpartisan experts of the highest character and
ability, who had access to all the resonrces of this Government
and had in their employ engineers, agriculturists, and account-
ants of ability and established reputations for fairness; in short,
if the bill were based on information provided by a tariff com-
mission, similar to the one legislated out of existence by the
Democratic majority of this House last year, and for no other
reason than that its findings disproved all the preconceived
theories which your party has maintained practically ever since
its foundation, findings that, in my judgment, will again be
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reaflirmed by the effect of this tariff bill on the industrial pros-
perity of this country.
EFFECT OF BILL VITAL.

I am sure that each Member of Coogress recognizes just as
fully as I do the fact that this bill itself Is vital, nnd on its
suceess or failure rests the future of the political party now in
power. At this point my wonder merges into admiration for
your courage. You are certainly staking the future of your
party on this bill. I do not knew that you could really help it
You were ordered te do it by your party platform. 'This was
indorsed by u doubtful 42 per cent of the voters of this country.
while the platforms of the Progressive and Republican Parties.
demanding the principle of protection on exact and secientifie
information, based on the findings of a tariff commission. was
indorsed by over 562 per cent of all the veters of this country.
Your imperative orders find their source frem a political party
hopelessly in the minority among the voters of .he country.

EEAL PROBLEM,

The problem which confronts you is a delicate one at best—
to increase the purchasing power of a dollar when measured by
the necessities of life and at the same time not to proportion-
ately increase the purchasing power of that saume dollar when
meansured by human labor and human endeavor: in other words.
to reduce the cost of necessities without redneing the wages
paid to labor at the same time and in the same proportion—to
maintain the purchasing power of the worker.

The chairman of the Ways and Means Committee, in his
opening speech, while expressing some doubt abeut the imme-
diate fulfillment of this much-desired condition, seems to as-
sume that the incrensed eost of living has been made up in
grent part by the tariff. Another distinguished member of the
commitiee Inst year, who, unfortunately for the ceuntry, is not
with ns at this time, in a speech on' the last day of the last ses
slon, cited several Instances where the cost of distribotion en-
tered much more materially into the cost of these necessities to
the consumer than did the tariff.

There are two great divisions of this snbject—decreasing the
cost of necessities. and waintaining the wages pald to the 85
per cent of our people who must rely on the returns from their
Inbor for their ability to pay for these necessities.

I shall first address myself briefly to the influence of the
tariff on the prices of necessities. :

RELATION OF TARIFF TO COST OF DISTRIBUTION—ON WOOL.

The report of the Tariff Commission created in 1909 shows
conclusively that on woolen clothes the iucreased cost due to
the tariffi om raw wool and the tariff on woolen cleths
simounted to less than 10 per cent of the price which the ulti-
mante consnmer paid ~ r his elothing, whereas the cost of dis-
tribution. or the handling from the time it left the manufac-
turer's hands, including the retailer’s profit. amounted to an
average of more than 35 per cent of the selling price of a fin-
ished suit of clothes. This report is open to you. It is eom-
plete, and if yon srudy it yon ean arrive at no other conclusion.
This bill is not going to entirely remove the tariff on a suit of
clothes, In effect it will rednce the selling cost between 4 and 5
per cent, providing the entire saving is given to the ultimate
consnmer—a conclusion involved in very serions donbt.

I take pride in the belief that the district which I have the
honor to represent is one of the best and most typieal in this
entire country. It contains 28 cities, towns, and villages above
1,000 population, and all but 3 of these are less than 5.000.
In these 25 I am pretty well aequainted, knowing most of the
merchants by name and face, and T am egually well aequainted
in at least 30 more villages smaller than these. I am prepared
to make this statement, that at this enormons apparent margin
of profit on ready-made clothing, amounting to more than 50 per
cent of the price at which they purchased it, or more than 35
per cent of the price at which they sell it, not one single mer-
chant for the Jast 20 years has made anything more than fair
wnges over and above the interest on the investment in his
stock of goods. And in the three larger cities not more than
one or two firms in each has made more than a modest com-
petence during that same period of time, and with that same
apparent margin of profit. But the ready-made elothing depart-
ments of the great stores in Chicago, less than 50 miles distant
from any one of these communities, have handed in hundreds
and hundreds of thousands of dollars a year profit, and in some
instances it runs into the millions.

It is clearly a problem of distribution and not a question of
the tariff materially increasing the cost to the consnmer.

I am uonable to see any way in which this bill is going to make
it possible for these small merchants in the smaller eommuni-
ties to handle woolen clothing on any less margin than the
present, which affords them merely a living, unless this entire

tariff scheme of yours is followed by a beating down of the
standard of living of the small merchant and bis family. as well
as the artisan, in this country to a point where it more neariy
correspouds to that in vogue in the principal countries of
Europe.

The Tariff Commission’s report on cotton shows exactly the
same conditions, In the case of cotton cloth we have iu this
country a specially cnmbersome, expensive, and, I thiuk. un-
necessary system of distribution. and yet I can not find any
one item in this bill that will tend to reduce the cost of dis-
tribution under the cotton schedule, unless again the mer-
chants handling that commodity are beaten down te the stand-
ard which satisfies men engaged in similar lines in England and
in Germany. The merchants in the small towns in this country
are able-bodied men. They have tried to follow the merchnnts
in larger cities in fitting up attractive little stores. They give
their entire attention to their business. whereas the same line
of goods in the European countries are handied in much smaller,
miuch less pretentious shops, kepl by the wives and clildren—
the nonwage-earning members of the family.

RELATION OF TARIFF TO COST OF DISTRIBUTION—ON MILK.

Take the item of milk. The splendid little eity of Elgin is
located in the distriet whieh I have the honor to represent.
Elgin gives its name to the great dairy Interesis of the Middle
West. Only the first of this month the milk producers of that
territory were in a confest with the milk buyers as to the price
which they should receive for milk on the farm. Thbe buyers
offered the price of last yenr—$1.404 per 160 pounds. The pro-
ducers demanded $1.50. The price which the buyers offered
wonld average a fraction under 3 cents per gmart; the price
which the producers asked would average a little less than 3}
cents per quart. And yet this same milk is retailing a1 8§ cents
per quart in Chicago, less than 50 miles distant. [f the bnyers
price had prevailed, it meant that they wonld add 166 per cent
to their cost on the farm to cover the costs of their distribution
and their profits for the same. or 62} per cent of the selling
price would be used for that purpose, representing the eost of
handling after it had been delivered from the farm. The duty
on milk under the Payne-Aldrich tariff bill. now prevailing is
one-half cent per quart. [ doubt if any of that duty is added
to the cost of milk anywhere: yet if it 1s all represented it
would mean only 6 per cent of the ultimnte cost to the con-
sumer, while the cost of distribution amounts to 62} per cent
of that cest.

When I was a boy in all the small towns a considerable per-
centage of the people of the neighborhood kept one or more
cows, The father of the family usually did the milking afrer
his day’s work was done, unless, perhaps, he bad a buy old
enough to be drafted for this purpose and not old enough to
organize a successful rebellion., The neighbors sent their chil-
dren for the milk. They took it home in tin pails and pitchers,
whieh had vot been previously sterilized, The milker himgself did
not have a cement floor in his barn, as Is now demanded, and he
did not take the time to have his hands manicured before sitting
down to milk. The milk was not kept at a low temperature and
was not put info separate bottles previously sterilized and seailed
with germ-proof caps.

The manager of one of the great milk-distributing firms told
me only a few weeks ago that their average breakage in bottles
alone cost them more than one-fourth of a cent on each quart
of milk sold.

The system of milk distribution in the great cities Is also un-
necessarily expensive. The general manager of the firm making
the largest amount of machinery designed for the purpose of
handling milk and cream told me last Jannary that as he left
the building in which his apartment was located that morning
there were six milk wagons standing in front snd the driver
of each was scurrying through the building earrying only one
or two bottles. This is manifestly a most wasteful system of
distribution, but it is the legitimate working out of an economic
competition—the battle of wits,

I venture the statement that 1 cent per gnart could be cut
from the price of milk delivered In every large city In this
country if the system of distribution were arranged go that
there was not an unnecessary duplication of eapital and lahor.

Take the question of dressed beef. The present tariff i= 1}
cents per pound. and yet beef went up the equivalent of more
than 3 cents per pound in the Chieago markets inside of (00
days last year. This must show conclusively that the tariff has
little, if anything, to do with the cost of beef: otherwise. foreign
dressed beef would have come into this country the minnte the
increase in price had passed the 1} cents per pound. The reason
for the high cost of beef is entirely another story and has little
to do with the present discussion.
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The fact is that the cost of milk, butter, eggs, poultry, beef,
mutton, pork, potatoes, carrots, onjons, beans, cabbages, and
other vegetables are less on the farm in this country than in
any civilized country with which we compete industrially; and
vet when they reach our homes they cost very much more. It
is a problem of distribution. No tariff commission will be doing
its full duty to the country unless it follows the lines laid down
by the last one, and traces every single item from its very be-
ginning to the uitimate consumer and shows the cost at every
stage.

RELATION OF TARIFF TO COST OF DISTRIBUTION—ON CHINA.

Let us take some of the articles that are not in such general
use and see what per cent of difference the tariff makes in the
selling price of thuse articles. I have in my hands two plates,
1 know that a dozen plates exactly like this I have here were
sold by one of the principal dealers in Chicago less than three
years ago for $44. 1 know that a dozen of exactly these same
plates are sold by the American commissary in Colon to the
employees of the Government there for $14.

Mr. MURDOCK. Are those the identical plates?

Mr. COPLEY. The identical plates. But there is no duty
paid on them on the zone. The commissary pays $11 per dozen
for these plates in England. The dealer in Chicago can buy
them just as cheap. The duty of 60 per cent adds $6.60. He
can lay them down in Chicago for less than §18 per dozen and
yet he sells them at $44 per dozen, an apparent profit of $26,
or an increase of 144 per cent over the entire cost, including
the duty, or 60 per cent of the entire selling price goes to pay
the cost of distribution. The duty of $6.G0 is only 15 per cent
of the selling cost of these plates. The cost of distribution in
this instance adds four times as much to the selling price as
does the tariff.

Here is another plate which cost the American commissary
$12 per dozen, or $1 apiece. The duty on this grade is $7.20
per dozen. They can be laid down in Colon for the American
commissary at less than 80 cents additional per dozen, or they
can be laid down in New York City at less than $20 per dozen,
including duty. I have a letter from a very prominent dealer
in New York offering to replace these plates at $60 per dozen.
He fignres his cost of distribution to be $40 per dozen on these
plates, or 200 per cent added to their total cost to him laid down
in New York, or exaetly 66§ per cent of the entire selling price is
represented by his cost of distribution. The distribution in this
instance adds five and one-half times more to the cost to the
ultimate consumer than does the t{ariff. These articles are not
produced in this country and consequently the entire duty is
added to their eost. In the case of milk, as T have shown, there
is probably nothing added for the tariff. In the ease of clothing
and cotton goods, and other things in whieh there is local com-
petition in this country, some percentage of the tariff is added
to the cost to the ultimate consumer, and it is worth our while
to have figured out for us by a competent and disinterested
board jusi exactly what percentage this amounts to in the
various articles of common use by the masses of the people.

Fifty-two per cent of all the men who went to the polls and
voted last November indorsed that principle; yet you gentle-
men are overlooking that fact and are following a doubtful 42
per cent. When I eall them doubtful it is for the reason that
many of the Democrats of the North are protectionists at heart.
In addition to this, the President undoubtedly received a very
substantinl number of votes from men who always want the
highest kind of a tariff irrespective of the facts, because they
were actuated by a fear lest a certain distinguished gentleman.
whose methods have not always pleased them, might possibly be
elected to the Presidency. Many of these voters are well mean-
ing, but nearsighted. They thought that the specter over their
shoulder was the evil one himself. Instead, he is actually
offering them and all the rest of the people of this country indus-
trial prosperity on the basis of a square deal for everybody.
[Applause.]

Briefly, this shows the diffienlty of materially increasing the
purchasing power of a dollar nnless you remove the duty from
those articles which are not produced in this country.

EFFECT OF H. R. 3221 ON WAGES—ON STEEL,

Now, let us look at the other side of the question, the proba-
bility of maintaining wages; in other words, at the same time
holding up the purchasing power of that dollar when measured
by human labor.

Take the question of steel: I submit herewith a statement of
the comparative wages paid in this country and in England and
Germany, showing that the labor cost of the finished produet in
Pennsylvania and Ohio exceeds the labor cest in England by
approximately 44 per cent and exceeds that in Germany by more
than 60 per cent.

Let me here quote from the President's address, on page 132
of the CoNcrEssioNaL Recorp of April 8, 1913:

The object of the tariff dutics henceforth lald must be effective com-
petition, the whetting of American wits by contest with the wits of the
rest of the world.

It must be apparent to ench of you that while we are whetting
our wits the rest of the world is also whetting its wits, and if
the iron founders of the competing countries have the same
intelligence, if they have whetted their wits against ours, if they
use the same type of machinery which we have, either they must
increase their laber cost to equal ours—an inconceivable hy-
pothesis—or we must decrease our labor cost to equal theirs,
not only if we are going to compete in the markets of the world,
but if we are going to hold the American market itself against
outside invasion. Everything else being equal, matching wits
and finding eqnal intelligence, we must match the prices paid
for labor if we are going to continue to compete in the general
cost of the finished product.

0N WATCHES.

Take the item of watches: The American watchmaker re-
ceives on an average just about two and one-fourth times as
much as the watchmaker of Switzerland. Now, if we match
only our wits aguinst the wits of the watchmaker in that
country, and he uses the same type of machinery as we do,
with the lesser wuges which he would have to pay, there ean
be no questicn as to the fate of that industry in Ameriea.

ON TYFEWRITERS.

Typewriters—another industry which uses highly skilled
mechanics. The Remington Typewriter Co. maintains plants
in the United States, England, Germany, and France, and in
the United States averages paying just about twice as nmch
in wages. In this case it does not become a battle of executive
wits. These plants are owned by the same people, managed by
the same minds, and must necessarily prodoce the typewriters
that are sold in America in whatever country that will put
them down in the distributing centers of this country at the
lowest figure.

REAL EFFECT ON LABOR.

I will not weary you by _going into the balance of the
schedules. Some men who are now making boots and shoes in
America will find themselves out of employment; so will some
men who are manufacturing woolen goods and cotton goods,
who are manufacturing steel and watches and typewriters,
These men whose occupations in this country are gone will be
unable to follow the industry to the other countries. They
and their families ean not possibly obliterate themselves from
the face of the earth. They must live, and the only avenune
left is to try to get the job of some other man. The most
natural thing would be to attemnpt to get a place in the same
line of industry in which they are trained. That makes two
men bidding for one job. There can be but one resnlt. 'The
law of supply and demand, to whieh the ehairman of the Ways
and Means Committee referred in his speech, governs labor in
our present sceheme of society just as relentlessly as it does
any other department of trade. Prices will be reduced and will
be followed by some men being driven from employment in that
particular line. Then they will attempt to secure work in somne
other line, and again wages will be reduced and the purchasing
power of all these men will be very much lessened. The farmer
and the producer will find his prices reduced. You gentiemen
of the majority are going to find the cost of living cut, and yon
are going to find the purchasing power cut to an equal and
probably a very much greater degree.

EFFECT OF H. E. 8821 ON COST OF LIVING.

The cost of living is a relative expression. It makes no
difference whatever to a man what he has to pay for the
necessities of life when viewed from that standpeint alene,
and equally it makes no difference to him what the remunersn-
tion for his labor amounts to when viewed from that stund-
point alone.

The relation between these two makes all the difference in the
world to him. In other words, it is his balnnee sheet at the
end of the day, the month, or the year. Are his wages suflicient
to properly nourish and clothe his family and himself? Have
they been adequately sheltered, have the children been kept in
school, and is some balance left over for the savings account at
the end of the year? This is the true measure of stuceess or fail-
ure of the tariff, and this is the yardstick which the people of
this country are going to apply to House bill 5321.

There are approximately 7,000,000 men in this country who
derive their principal income from the farm. Excluding the
comparatively small percentage engaged in garden and fruck
farming the balanee of them are producing articles which must
either find a market in this country or else they must he thrown
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onto the markets of the world. Each country has its own par-
ticular market place for the various kinds of commodities. For
instance, Chicago is the American market for wheat. Liver-
pool is the world's market for the same commodity. Whenever
all the wheat that is produced in this country is consumed by
our own people the farmer gets the Liverpool price at Chicago,
and 7,000,000 men and their families in this country, or practi-
cally 85 per cent of all our people, are made more prosperous
by the difference in freight rates between Chieago and Liverpool,
which has been saved to them by the home market. When they
are prosperous they buy more freely of the wares fashioned by
the artisan as he works at his bench, and he has in consequence
more hours of work and a pay envelope bringing in every week
more money and more ability to buy the products which come
from the farm and which tend to keep his family and himself
in the best possible condition.
H. R. 3321 FAVORS COTTON GROWERS,

May I refer to the agricultural economic condition as it
affects the Democratic Party, or rather as it is affected by the
Democratic Party? You represent more than a century of
specializing in a certain agricultural line in which you practi-
cnlly have no competition with the rest of the world, and it is
true it makes very little difference to you where your cotton
is spun into fabries. You practically control the world's market
for raw cotton. You and your constituents may be individually
benefited by the removal of all tariff duties, thus enabling you
to buy all your supplies cheaper without materially reducing the
value of your prineipal agricultural product, but the value of
your product is less than one-seventh of the value of the total
agricultural products of this country, and the benefits which you
receive by the reduction in the cost of other necessary articles
probably would not be materially offset by a reduction in value
of your cotton on the farm.

But how about the Democrat who represents Ohio, Michigan,
Missouri, Colorado, Illinois, and all the other States where sheep
are produced when the duty is removed from wool? How about
the Democratic Members of Congress from States where they
grow cane sugar—Loulsiana, Georgia, and Texas—and where
they grow beet sugar—Colorado, California, and Michigan?
Can the same thing be said with equal truth of them? Why, 40
per cent of all the cotton cloth manufactured in this world is
manufactured in Great Britain, about 20 per cent in the United
States, and 10 per cent in Germany. A reduction in the tariff
that would affect the prosperity of 60,000,000 or 65,000,000 of
the people in the Northern and Western States would, to a
small degree only, curtail the buying power of cotton goods in
the world, probably not more than 2 per cent, and such a trifling
decrease in the value of the entire world's demand would be
met by a decrease in the production of raw cotton at the points
where it costs most to produce it—India and Egypt. I want to
compliment the genfleman from Alabama, the distinguished
chairman of the Ways and Means Committee. He is certainly
providing for his own in this bill, and so far as it has worked
its passage he has engineered it through the House with ap-
parently the same delicate tact which overcame all obstacles in
the committee of which he is the head and also in eaucus.
Honse bill 3321 clearly reestablishes not only in America but in
the entire world the old kingdom of cotton. There would be no
Democratic Party but for the cotton-producing States. You
have more than enough sure electoral votes to furnish a majority
of the number necessary to elect a President. You dominate
every Democratic national convention and you dominate every
caucus of the Democratic Members of Congress. You are the
only relinble Democrats, and the economic value of your natural,
world-wide monopoly in the growth of raw cotton has made
you free traders. Why, when the great leader of the Progressive
movement sought to break into your ‘‘solid SBouth” he made
only one mistake. You gentlemen are not Democrats because
of sentiment; the reason is economic. Your raw cotton will
bring as much and will not cost as much for labor and certainly
not for jute and steel bands with which to cover and bind your
bales. You will save a little something on your woolen clothes
and a little something on your finished cotton cloth. You will
save some more on sugar, for sure, unless the trust swallows it
up. You will be able to buy your agricultural implements a
little cheaper. and your mechanieal cotton pickers—if they ever
do come—will be made in Germany or England, and your labor
will also be under much better control.

INCOME TAX.

This bill is really a freak of the intellect.
ideas on the same trunk—one almost a free-trade tariff, the
other a graduated-income tax. Youn Democratic gentlemen have
been very clever in this. You are putting men who do not agree
with you on the tariff, but who do agree with you on the prin-
ciple of a graduated-income tax, in a serious dilemma. I have

It carries two,

always believed in such a tax; the principle is correct. It places
the burden of taxation on the shounlders of the people who are
best able to bear it. All governments are established for the
purpose of guaranteeing security to life and security in the en-.
joyment of property or an income. The graduated principle is
absolutely sound, because, in addition to placing the burden on
the shoulders that can best bear up such a tax, it also places it
on the shoulders of the people who enjoy most that stability
which our Government guarantees to property. Take the
humblest workman and the richest man: The Government guar-
antees to each his life, and it is of equal value to the two egos.
It guarantees to each the enjoyment of his property and his
income, but I do not think any man in this Chamber will tell
me that such a guaranty is enjoyed by both men in equal part.
This bill is by no means as radical as I would wish, and T shall
take the opportunity to attempt to amend it when we come to
that section under the five-minute rule. However, this begzin-
ning is in the right direction, and I shall not vote againstit. Like
everyone else here, I have always thought it cowardly to dodze
a vote; but I will not vote against that inecome tax, nor any
other. It is the only way we can get a start. Nor will I vote
for that tariff bill nor any other like it; and I am going to
choose that which appears on the surface as a coward’s posi-
tion. I am going to refuse to vote one way or the other on that
bill combining those two principles; and I will say to vou that
whether or not it takes courage for a man to be a coward, I am
going to leave that to the individual judgment of each Member
of this Congress. However you decide on this question, I myself
am thoroughly resolved that if I am alive and well I will be in
my seat when this bill is voted on and will vote “ present,” as
being the only way in which I can conscientiously express my
sentiments on a double-headed bill of this sort, one half of which
meets with my entire approval and the other half of such a
nature that I could never vote for it.
GRADUATED INCOME TAX THE REAL SOLUTION.

My own opinion is that a protective tariff is absolutely neces-
sary for the industrial prosperity of the 85 per cent of the
people of this country who work for a living, and if it could
not be exactly equitable I would rather have it too high than
too low. With the income-tax amendment read into the Consti-
tution of this counfry you have in your hands the greatest
equalizer of the inequities that have followed the tariff or any
special privilege that has been put into the hands of a legisla-
tive body. I agree with you that the present tavifi’ law brings in
many inequities, but I do not believe you are curing them with
this bill, for I think it is the poison of indusiry. But I do
believe that you could cure them by a properly adjusted gradu-
ated income tax, I believe it to be a remedy that could be
used in conjunction with a protective tariff, but I do not believe
that it will prove an antidote to the industrial poison of free
trade. It is absolutely necessary to gather in this country
wealth if we are going to distribute wealth equitably among
our people; and that the tariff has assisted in the gathering of
wealth is perfectly evident from a study of the census decade
by decade since the system of protection has been the guiding
principle of our fiscal law. That it has been equitably divided
I do not claim. I do not belleve it has. The only civilized coun-
try that now adheres to a free-trade doctrine i1s England, and
there is more hardship and want and suffering and pauperism
in free-trade England than in any other country on the face of
the globe. They have tried the income tax, but it does not
remedy the trouble. The fact is no adequate remedy will ever
be found that does not provide prosperity for the great mass of
the people. President Wilson was right—a people must be
prosperous if they are well governed—and if House bill 3521, car-
rying his sanction, makes for the general prosperity of the
masses of our people, he ought to have the unanimous indorse-
ment of all political parties; and if it fails, he and you know
the penalty. [Applause.]

Mr. PAYNE. Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gentleman from
Ohio [Mr. WriLLis].

The CHAIRMAN (Mr. O'Har).
is recognized,

Mr. WILLIS. Mr, Chairman, I do not know whether T shall
use all of the time which the leader of the minority of the Ways
and Means Committee has so generously assigned to me; but in
the time that I shall speak I want to say something about some
of the provisions of this bill and something about the general
policies that are involved in its consideration. In the first
place, I want to say that with muoch that my friend from T1li-
nois [Mr. CorLEY] has said I agree. I agree with him in swhat
he has just said in favor of a protective tariff. I think, Mr.
Chairman, that the industrial history of this country has
demonstrated beyond question that that system of tariff that
we call the protective system is necessary for the maintenance

The gentleman from Ohlo
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of the continued welfare and prosperity of the Republic, so that
in that regard I am in entire accord with the gentleman from
Illinois who has just spoken. I agree with him that we ought
to have a protective tariff. I agree with him, secondly, that
that tariff ought to have such rates as will equalize the differ-
ence in the cost of production at home and abroad. I agree
with him in the third proposition, that that difference in the
cost of production at home and abroad should be ascertained
not by the guasi investigations that may be carried on behind
the locked and elosed doors of a caucus room but upon the
findings of a tariff board or a tariff commission. [Applause on
the Republican side.] I agree with him in another thing—and
I think the great majority of the American people are in agree-
ment upon that proposition—and that is that the time has
passed when successfully any political party in this country
can legislate in secret caucus by dark-lantern methods.
[Applause.]

I am in agreement with my friend upon that proposition. I
agree with him upon another proposition. For many years I
have been in favor of an income tax. I am now in favor of
an income tax; but here is where I part with my friend. I
would be glad to vote for a reasonable income tax; and in say-
ing that I think I am announcing good Republican doctrine,
because there could not have been and would not have been any
opportunity to vote in this House for an income-tax law had it
not been for the action of a Republican Congress. Therefore, I
do not think I am guilty of political heresy in saying that I am
in favor of an income tax; but here is where I part company
with my friend. It seems to me that the tariff provisions of
this bill are so unfair, so unjust, so unwarranted, so unreason-
able, that I ean not bring myself to the point where I think I
would be serving my constituents simply by sitting quietly by
and voting * present” when this bill is put upon its passage.
I feel that T can not discharge that duty other than by register-
ing, as I shall do, my vote, and, so far as I am able to do so,
my volce against any such legislation as this. [Applause on the
Republican side.] The gentleman from Illinois [Mr. CorrLEY]
referred to another very important proposition which I hope to
discuss a little later in my remarks, and that is the influence
of local custom in the retail trade, so far as prices are con-
cerned. We talk here and upon the hustings a great deal about
the tariff. We say much about its influence upon prices—and
it has an influence—but the fact is, Mr. Chairman, that there
are other forces at work that perhaps have as much to do in
shaping prices in this country as does the tariff. I refer to the
peculiar custom of local trade.

Complaint is registered against the American farmer, and in
this bill the things he produces are upon the free list, or rates
greatly reduced, upon the theory that because of the fact that
in the past few years he has received fairly remunerative prices
that the expense of the product to the consumer is thereby in-
creased. Complaint was made here the other day by the dis-
tinguished gentleman from Alabama because, as he said, the
price that the farmer was getting for his product had increased
some 93 per cent since 1897. The farmer was and is entitled to
this increase. I want to say, Mr. Chairman, that the increase
in price, the high cost of living, so-called, does not come to any
considerable extent from the inerease that has come in the price
that the farmer gets for his product. The fact is that the big
increase in price comes from the time that the products leave
the hands of the farmer until they reach the hands of the con-
sumer. Just an illustration. and I will come to that more fully
a little later, but as an illustration of that proposition I live
in a section of the country where we have great onion fields,
perhaps the greatest in the country, 5,000 acres .n a single
county. I happen to know that this is true—and I got the facts
from a careful investigation made by the Department of Agri-
culture—I happen to kuow that of the price the consumer of
onions pays in New York or Philadelphia or Boston when he
buys them by the peck, the farmer back in the eighth district
in Ohio, who owns the land or rents it, who buys the seed, who
hires the labor, who contributes his own efforts, who runs the
risk, the farmer who plants the crop and tills the crop and
finally harvests the crop, pulls the onions and sorts them and
erates them and puts them on the car, the man who does all
that work gets out of every dollar that is paid for onions in the
markets of New York, Boston, or Philadelphia only 28 cents; some-
body else between the farmer and the market gets the 72 cents.
The framers of this bill, presuming to say that they are going
to benefit the consumers of this country, are cutting the duty
upon onions in half, 1. e, from 40 cents per bushel under the
present law to 20 cents per bushel under the Underwood bill.

I venture to say, Mr. Chairman, that if this bill shall be en-
acted into law—as I very much fear it may be—If it should
become the law the price that the consumer has to pay is not

going to be changed materially. The price that the farmer gets
for his onions will be lowered a great deal, but the change that
comes about through the reduction in the tariff of onc-half, as
is proposed by this bill, is going to be eaten up by the mididle-
man, not by the man who goes into the field and tills and raises
the erop, but by the jobbers and the wholesalers—the people who
are producing nothing. On the subject of the tariff on onions a
prominent Democratic farmer of Hardin County, Ohio, com-
ments as follows in a letter addressed to me:

The proposed tariff bill would destroy our business, and as much soll
Is only adapted to onlons, it would be a great hardship, owing to the
cheap labor in the Bermuda Islands. We, of course, could nat compete
with them. Besides the freight rate from our section Is 24 eents per
hundred pounds, 30 cents from Indiana polnts, 30 cents from Michigan
points, and 16 cents from the Bermuda Islands to New York, and cor-
reslpondlngly low to all the Atlantle i:ulnts.

n our product, in fact, nearly all those artieles under Schodule G
require large outlay for labor and to let those articles to our shores
free would entirely destroy the demand for this help, as these articles

wonld come to our shore in the form of finlshed produet, and It would
be a loss to our Nation.

Counting the use of an acre of land worth £12; preparing the nd
for seed bed and drlllln% the seed, $5; hand cultivating an hﬂndm:ged-
ing, $30; fertllizers, §10; pulling onions, $4 ; topping, say, 300 bushels
at 3 cents a bushel, 59; screening and sacking %00 %rusheis at 2 cents
a bushel, $6; hauling to the cars, at 3 cents per bushel, $9; use of 300
crates at 3 cents ger erate. $6; maoving crates from sheds to fleld and
return, $2; b pounds of seed, at SI.GO‘?er pound, $8. This gives us $101.
Our annual crop report gives us 300 bushels per acre as an average
yleld per acre In all the onlon fields. This is about what our sectlon
produces. You will notice this gives us pothing for our own labor, and
as the man who superintends an onlon farm can do little other than
watch the detail of his business, one can not grow an acre of onions and
support his own rami? for less than $120 per acre. The average fall
price here in the last 10 years has been 40 cents per bushel. You wil
note that the cost of producing onions is mainly labor: Cultivating,
weedlng, pulling, screening, sacking Is all hand labor, besides p -
ing seed bed and hauling away cr:t;l). At this very time we are selling
onlons from 20 to 30 cents bushel. We are ivering o in our
citles, freight pald, from 30 to 40 cents per bushel. And at this time
these same onions go to the city trade at $1 per bushel and 20 cents for
one-half peck. The high cost of living Is blamed to the farmer. The
fact remains that nearly all vegetables are delivered at the cities at 25
per cent of the prices paid by the ultimate consumer.

And that leads me to inquire, Mr. Chairman, whether the
policy that was laid down here by the distingnished and courte-
ous and able gentleman from Alabama [Mr. Uxperwoobn] is
the correct one in this respect. The gentleman said in his
opening remarks in this debate that this bill marked a new
era. I think that is true if it shall become the law, a different
era, anyhow, and then he went on to say, with his usual elo-
quence and lucidity, that the time had come when we should
cease to consider producers and should consider consumers.
Mr. Chairman, that is a very serious proposition. Is this coun-
try to take the position that from now on legislation in State
and Nation shall be had not for the benefit of the men who
toil but for the benefit simply of those who econsume? Of
conrse everybody recognizes that these classes are overlapping
all the time, but I insist, Mr. Chairman, that if we shall legis-
late in this country that producers have work, if we shall legis-
late that the laboring man have a chance to earn an honest dol-
lar by honest toil, if the farmer has a market for his products,
if the miner has a chance to dispose of the product of his toil,
if we shall so legislate and shape affairs in this country that all
the producers are prosperous, that all producers have work,
then it seems to me that the question of consumption of goods
can be left very largely to take care of itself [applause on the
Republican side], and, so far as I am concerned, I totally dis-
agree with the proposition that we are to ignore the preducers.

I have stood, and the party to which I belong has steod, and
now stands, for a policy that says it is better to have men
working here, our own men, beneath our own flag, in our own
country, than to have goods prodnced elsewhere. [Applause on
the Republican side.] It may seem high political heresy to
some of my good friends on the other side that we should say
such a thing as that, but, Mr. Chairman, I can not get that idea
out of my mind that somehow it is the duty of the American
Congress when it is levying taxes—as it was admitted in a
number of eloquent addresses on that side this afternoon that
we must levy—that it is wise and desirable and statesmanlike
so to levy those taxes as to discriminate in favor of our own
people. I believe in American industry, in the American farmer,
and the American laboring man. I do not eare very much about
the industries of Europe. [Applause on the Republican side.]
To me it is a matter of shame and regret that at this very mo-
ment the highest encomiums that are being pronounced upon this
proposed legislation come from the trade journals ef Europe.
[Applause on the Republican side.]

They are in high glee. They say the good old times are com-
ing back when they were supplying the American market. The
trade journals of France and Germany and England are point-
ing with pride to the probable action of this House. But some-
how, Mr. Chairman, I have an idea that it would@ be wiser if
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we were proposing so to legislate as to secure the favorable
comment of our own trade journals, of our own people, and to
merit the acclaim of our own workingmen and our own farmers.
[Applause on the Republican side.]

I have before me an interesting though weird political docu-
ment. It is the platform that was adopted at the convention
of the Democratic Party in the city of Baltimore, One plank
of thar platform reads as follows:

We recognise that our system of tariff taxation fis intimately con-
nected with the business of the country, and we favor the ultimate
attainment of the principles we advocate by legislation—

Now, note this—
we favor the ultimate attainment of the principles we advoecate by
legislation that will not injure or destroy legitimate industry.

That is a very careful, conservative, comforting, and reas-
suring sort of a pronouncement. And then, to make the people of
this country feel perfecily confident that the Democratic Party
could be trusted on the tariff question, President Wilson felt
called upon to say, at Pittsburgh, on October 1§ last, the fol-
lowing :

I welcome the opportunity of statin
considered position of the Democratic artg with regard to the tariff.
It is absolutely essential that we should be entirely frank with one
another in the discussion of this fundamental question.

Now, note this, brethren:

The Democratic Party—

Now, this is the official announcement by the head of the
party, interpreting the plank in the platform which I have just
read: :

The Democratic Party does not propose free trade or anything
approaching free trade.

I desire to use those two interesting statements as a text for
a little bit of exegesis, first, from the platform, where it says:

We favor the ultimate attailnment of the prineiples we advocate by
legislation that will not Injure or destroy legitimate industry.

And then, secondly, what the President says:

The Democratic Party does not propese free trade or anyihing
approaching free trade,

And then to make us trebly assured that it was all perfectly
safe and pleasant and harmonious and happy the gentleman
from Alabama [Mr, UspErwoop] said, in his eloquent opening
address, something about lowering the duty not with an ax
but with a jackscrew. And while I can not guote just his lan-
guage the implication was that by this bill we would be lower-
ing the tariff carefully and slowly, not knocking the tariff all
to pleces, not using the ax but letting things down gradually
with a jackscrew. Was it not upon that theory that this same
Demoeratic Party told us only 12 months ago that the last word
on the subject of tariff on wool was 20 per cent ad valorem,
that it was needed as a matter of revenue? That was the propo-
sition then, and yet in view of this proposition that no legiti-
mate industry is to be interfered with, in view of the statement
that the tariff is to be gradually reduced and let down with a
jackscrew, in view of those two statements a bill is brought in
here, I honestly believe, contrary to the judgment of the Demo-
cratic members of the Ways and Means Committee, providing
that the woolgrowing industry of this country is to be destroyed
at one fell swoop on the theory, is it not, that the raising of sheep,
the growing of wool, is not a legitimate industry; or is it upon
the theory that this statement in the platform and this quota-
tion from the speech of President Wilson were intended, as a
good many planks in Democratic platforms are intended, as
something not to stand upon but to get in on?

The fact is, Mr. Chairman, that this bill is not in compliance
even with the terms of the Democratic platform adopted at Bal-
timore. If it had complied with it, it would have been bad
enough, but it is even worse than that. Without any notice, in
ihe face of implied promises to the contrary, wool is put on the
free list, and so is practieally everything else that the farmer
produces, on the theory that we are to have a gradual, harmless
reduction of the tariff.

That leads me to discuss why it is not wise, in my humble
opinion, to put wool on the free list, as is proposed in this bill,
at the behest, I think, of the President of the United States, and
contrary, I believe, to the judgment of the members of the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means, although I am not informed as to
that. Nobody is informed as to that. The country is not in-
formed about that. The country is left in the dark. We are
left to implication and rumors as to what oceurred in the dim
secrecy of the Democratic ecaucus chamber.

Here is the first reason why it is not wise to put wool on the
free list: I start with the assumption that it is not desirable to
wipe out sheep raising and woolgrowing in this country. I

what I believe to be the well-

think it means much to this Nation to be able to produce a
large proportion of the clothing wool which it uses, and I call
attention to this important fact that every time our Democratic
friends have undertaken to tinker with the tariff, or every time
anybody has undertaken to tinker with the tariff by reducing
the rate, the sheep industry and the weolgrowing industry have
very seriously fallen off. For example, it seems that somehow,
according to the laws of Nature, there is a rate, a natural rate,
and if we reduce the tariff below that rate, the sheep-raising and
woolgrowing industries will suffer, and unless the rate is
changed those industries will probably be destroyed.

Effect wpon the number of sheep of 5 experiments during the past 2

years with revision of the wool tariff.

[Whenever the duties have been below 11 cents per pound on wool of
the first class, flocks have always decreased, and, on the other hand,
when the duties haye been as at present (11 cents per pound or
higher) they have always increased.)

Rateof |Fercentol
Year of enactment. Term of existence. | duty per (_i,’_lf':?”
pound. crease (—).
Last 4 years of it Ctnlaiz 25
J rsof it. . +
About 6 years..... 1l2|l —16
Less than 4 years. 11 +10
el Free. =21
12 years.. 11 -+46

Under the act of 1867, during the last four years of it, the
tariff rate was 12} cents a pound on wool. In those four years
woolgrowing and sheep raising in this country increased 25
per cent. Then, under the law of 1883, for about six years of
that law, the rate was only 10 per cent.  The industry fell off
in those six years 16 par cent, whereas it had increased in the
preceding four years 25 per cent. Under the four years of the
McKinley law of 1890, with a rate on raw wool of the first class
of 11 cents per grease pound, there was an increase in the wool-
growing and sheep-raising industry of this country of 10 per
cent; and then under the Wilson law, in effect only a compara-
tively short time, something like three years, with free wool,
which you are proposing in this bill, that industry fell off 21 per
cent. And yet gentlemen affect to believe, or, at any rate, to say
that they believe, that the enactment of this bill into law will
not injure any legitimate industry! :

Well, if that is so, it simply means this: That {he teachings
of history amount to nothing; that when we come to make a
tariff law we ought to reject our experience and consult simply
our imagination and our invention. The teaching of history
is exactly the reverse of the contentions of the gentlemen who
are favoring free wool.
© Then under the act of 1897, with the rate the same as it had
been under the McKinley law, there was an increase of 46 per
cent in the product.

History will repeat itself. If this law goes into effect, mark
you, gentlemen, and particularly my friends on that side of the
aisle who happen to come from sections particularly interested
in woolgrowing, as some of you do, I warn you that the same
thing will oceur that occurred under the Wilson law.

The sheep-raising industry will be practically destroyed. The
farmers who are now engaged in that industry will have to
seek other lines of employment, and the question is whether,
in the long run, this country is going to be benefited any by
that proposition. And I wonder what my friends on that side
of the aisle who come from States that do have some interest
in the woolgrowing industry are going to say to their people
when they get back home and undertake to tell their people
about the vote they have cast on this tariff bill when inguiry
is made as to why, contrary to every law that we have had
for many years, they separated in this bill wool and goat hair.
There are other jokers and funny things in this bill, quite a
good many of them. I do not know whether attention has been
called to this by anyone or not.

Mr. SLOAN. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman yield?

Mr. WILLIS. For a brief question. I have only a short
time.

Mr. SLOAN. Will it be a sufficient answer to those con-
stituents for them to say that marvelous juicy patronage was
exchanged for their votes, and that until their votes were cast
attractive and desirable committeeships were held in abeyance?

Mr. WILLIS. I could not really answer that question, but
the suggestion might be very apropos.

Relative to this tariff on goat hair, I wish that every Member
of the House would get the tariff hearings on Schedule K, No.
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20, January 28, and turn to page 4049, and read there some of
the most interesting material that I have ever found anywhere:

EXTRACTS FROM HEARINGS.

The CHAIRMAN, If we separate mohair from wool, we must follow
lhalt policy all the way down the line, in the finished products as
well—

Mr. RoBERTSON (Interposing). That is what we want you to do, Mr.
Chairman, and that is what you ought to do.

The CHAIRMAN. If we do that, we have a difficult proposition
although I understand that wool and mohair are never mixed, and tha
mohair in some respects is a luxury. But it is every day becoming a
necessity, There is really no better summer sult in a hot country for
a man to wear than a mohair suit. You recognize that?

Mr. RoBerTsoN, Yes; it is cheap.

The CHAIRMAN. It is cheap and it is cool.

Mr. ROBERTSON. It i8 becoming more and more a necessity. 1 realize
that, but at the present time it is a luxury and it ought to be taxed.
The rich ought to be made to pay for these things, and the Government
must be sustained.

L] L3 & L] * L -

Mr. KrrcriN. Most of the Angora goats are in Texas, are they not?

Mr. ROBERTSON. Yes ;jwmost of them in the United States are in Texas,

Mr. KitcHIN, Of course, I meant in the United States. How large Is
your flock?

Mr, RoserTsoN. We have about 3,000 goats; about two flocks,

Mr. KircHIN. How much have you inereased your flocks in the last
five years?

Mr. RopprTsoN. Flve years ago we had 5,000 goats; to-day we have
only about 3,000 goats.

L] -

* . - * *

E Mr. ForpxeY. You are one of the Democrats who belleve in pro-
ection?

Mr. RoBerTSON. Yes, sir.

Mr. Foroxry. I agree with you.

Mr. RoserTsoN. And I believe we will get it. 1 belleve this Ways
and Means Committee will consider our cause, I believe that they will
give us a speclic duty of 12 cents a pound, and I believe that we can

resent to the Ways and Means Committee, If not just at the present
me, later on, facts and figures that will demonstrate and prove to
you beyond the shadow of a doubt that you have no idea and can
get no idea under your present law of how much mohair is produced

Mr. Krrcuiy (interposing). Twelve cents per pound is about 40
per cent ad valorem ?

Mr. RorerTSON. Yes.

Mr. KircHIN. You are cognizant bf the fact thai the 16 Texas Rep-
resentatives and the two Texas Senators voted for this reduction last
year on mohair?

Mr. RoBERTSON. Yes, sir; I am.

; l:ll\lr. K;T'.‘HlN. Were they acgqualnted with the facts relative to your
nduostry

Mr. RoperTsox. I think not. Even If they were—grant that they—
we people are in too small a minority; we are very small,

* - - - L] ® Ed

Mr. KrrcHIN, T think you are consistent, Mr. Robertson. '

Mr. RoeerTsoN. 1 believe that the Representatives from Texas and
ithe Benators did right, because, as I say, we are a small minority up
vonder in the hills. They did not know that we were in existence,

ome of them, perhaps, have never seen an Angora goat. They are
among the farming class and the cotton-raising eclass. If 1 should
cut oﬁ a lock of this Angora hair, some of them would think it was
cotton. If I should put it in a boll they would say, * That is beautiful
coiton; it must be Egyptian cotton.”

Alr. ForpxEY. You are now sipeaking of your Texas neighbors?

Mr. RoperTsox. I am speaking of our Representatives from Texas.

I realize, gentlemen, that we are a small minority out yonder in the
hills, away out yonder on the bleak hills, where we can not water our
stock. We do water our stock when the wind blows and the wind-
mills are in good condition.

Mr. KrrcHIN. In other words, you believe in having a protection
of 12 cents a pound on gour raw material, which is leaving it the same
as it is in the Payne-Aldrich Act, and that the manufacturers who
buy your raw material and produce goods from them ought to have
some protection?

Mr. RosErTSoN. Cerlainly 1 do; they must have it

Mr, KircHI¥. You are not like some of these men who want their
gtufl protected and the other fellow’s stnff not protected?

Mr. ROBERTSON. No: it is necessary if they are to prosper.

Mr, Forpxey. I think iﬁou ought to move np to Michigan.

Mr. ROBERTSON. No; I moved up to Michigan I could not ralse
Angora goals.

r. Forp¥EY. But you would be a Republican, all right.

Mr. RoserT=0x. I am viewing the proposition frem a Republican
gtandpoint somewhat now, and yet I am a Democrat, and I am plead-
ing for revenue.

! :[r' KircuiN., You are a Democrat from habit and not from prin-
ciple.

Mr. RoeeErTSON, No, sir.

The first thing is an admission by the distinguished chair-
man of the committee that mohair is not a luxury but a neces-
sity. Then later on in the hearings, which I will not take the
time to read, but which I shall place in the REecorp, this gen-
tleman who is arguing for his industry, a gentleman from
Texas, by the name of Robertson, goes on to explain how it is
that his industry has not received proper consideration here-
tofore at the hands of the Representatives from that State.
Why. he even says In one place that they are unacquainted with
the location of his indusiry. He says here on page 4052:

They did not know that we were In existence. Some of them, per-
haps, had never scen an Angora goat. They are among the farming
class and cotton-raising class. E

Now, listen to thig:

If 1 should cut off a lock of this Angora halr, some of them would
think it was cotton. If I should put it in a i1, they would say:
“This is beautiful cotton. It must be Egyptian cotton.”

That is the opinion that he expressed—I think quite unfairly
and wrongfully—concerning the Representatives from his State,
because they are all of them of distinguished ability, and one
of them—I wish he were here now—is of special alertness and
eloquence, always on the job, looking after the interests of his
constituents. He is a member of the Ways and Means
Committee.

In the laws that we have had heretofore wool and Angora
goat hair were in the same schedule, and they ought to be
now ; but this distinguished, eloquent, and able Representative
from the Lone Star State, Mr. GARNER, a member of the com-
mittee, always is alert in looking after the interests of his
constituents.

I speak of this not by way of complaint; I compliment him
for his activity. He saw to it that when this tariff bill was
written wool and Angora goat hair for the first time went into
separate schedules. I want to refer to that particularly just
now. I have before me H. R. 3321, the pending tariff bill. For
example, now, let us take the raw material first. The wool that
is produced upon the farms of the North is put upon the free
list, but if you will turn over to page 77 of the bill, paragraph
314, you will find this interesting item, which separates wool
and Angora goat hair. Wool goes on the free list. It was not
desirable that the product of the great State of Texas should be
thus placed upon the free list, and consequently the gentleman,
with his distinguished ability, prevailed upon the committee to
make a new arrangement. Consequently on page 77 of the bill
you will see this interesting item. While the wool of the sheep
is on the free list, this item reads:

314. Hal : -
hair ou,tgers(;{rinwuef %ggﬁr:nfai;tls'n%ac&ra?&g tgltf r“!lil];zl:.cl;]u'lmals, and e

Do you see the point of that? Then we will go on a little
further. Under section 295 we read:

Combed wool or tops, 15 per cent ad valorem.

That is the product of the sheep of the northern farms. Buf,
lo and behold, tops made from the hair of the Angora goat, 25
per cent ad valorem,

Oh, I tell you there is nothing like having a Representative
on the committee who takes an interest in his constitnents. I
do not say that offensively, now, but rather by way of compli-
ment. It isa great thing to have somebody to look after things.
The unfortunate thing about it was that the 600,000 woolgrow-
ers of the United States from the northern farms had no one
to speak for them amongst the Democratic members of that com-
mittee. If there had been a Representative as active in their
behalf as was the gentleman from Texas [Mr. GArRNER] in behalf
of the raisers of Angora goats, no doubt there would have been a
different story to tell.

And so it runs all through the schedule. It is wonderfully
interesting.

2068. Yarns made wholly or in chief value of wool, 20 per cent ad
valorem.

But in paragraph 316 you see:

Yarns made of the halr of the Angora goat, alpaca, and other like
animals, 30 per cent ad valorem.

So it runs all the way through. It is, according to the philos-
ophy of these gentlemen, necessary and desirable that wool
should be put upon the free list, but when it comes to the prod-
uct of the Angora goat of the State of Texas, even though this
gentleman did testify in the hearing that the gentlemen from
his State did not know anything about Angora goats and could
not tell Angora goat hair from cotton, could not tell a goat from
a boll weevil [laughter], yet when it came down to arranging
the rate it was shown that the gentleman from Texas [Mr.
Garner] did know about the Angora goat, and he did look after
the interests of those who raised the Angora goats. You gentle-
men over there from the wool-growing States of the North and
from the wool-growing States of the West and Southwest pro-
pose to vote for this bill to put wool on the free list and yet to
protect the Angora goats that have the good fortune fo live in
the district so ably represented by the gentleman from Texas
[Mr. GARNER].

Mr. NORTON. Mr, Chairman, will the gentleinan yield?

Mr, WILLIS. For a brief question.

Mr. NORTON. Does it not look, from the arrangement of
the schedule, as if these Democrats from Northern States and
from Western States were sent here to Congress to look after
the Texas goat rather than their own sheep industry at home?

Mr, WILLIS. It looks to me as if the southern Members had
got the “ goat” of the northern Members. [Laughter.]

Mr. MOORE. Can not the gentleman see that this is an infant
industry that needs protection?
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Mr. WILLIS. That may be so; I had not thought of that
phase of it.

Now, Mr. Chairman, I want to proceed to another phase of
this tariff on wool. Another matter I wish to refer to is why
we can not have and ought not to have free wool in this coun-
try. The fact is, as shown by a carefully prepared report of
the Tariff Board, that the wool of our greatest competitors,
namely, Australia, South Africa, and South America, figuring
the cost of production of that wool on exactly the same basis upon
which they figure the cost of the production of wool in this
country, the wool of Ausiralia, our chief competitor, and the
wool of South Africa is going to the market with no charge
against it at all. If you have any doubt about that you can
find it fully elucidated in volume 2 of the report of the Tariff
Board. )

This is, on page 350, where they use the following langunage:

There remains, therefore, only the simple operation of subtracting
from the flock expenses the receipts from other sources than wool, to
reveal the faet that as against a clearly demonstrated net cl:uu'%a
against the western American wool of from 10 to 11 cents, there is
probably not more than 4 to 5 cmt:m]ser c{:vom:lli against the South
Ameriean clip, and if the season is nor and the sheep market steady,
little, if any, charge against the Australian., Indeed, well-mana
stations In many parts of Australia are showlng at the present time a
profit before any wools are sold.

This qualification is generally applicable to the stock trade in all of
the larger sheep districts of Australia. Statements similar to the above
are made by two other prominent owners with regard to returns from
surplus stoek in Queensland and Western Australia. But both say that
In good years, and on well-managed runs, the sales of sheep yield enough
to pay working expenses. One of these antlci?ates that, in view of the
increasing exports of Australian mutton and lamb, the surflus station
stock will In future years give an annual return considerably in excess
of the amount of the working cxpenses—assuming that no large addition
is made to the cost of labor in the meantime.

In the light, therefore, of the best information to be obtained, the
board believes that at the present time the entire Australian output
of merino and crossbred wool (interest being left out of account, as in
the case of the United States) is moving to market, under present re-
ceipts from sales of sheep, with a net nverage charge of but a few cents
per pound; and this estimate apparently holds good of New Zealand
and the Afriean Cape as well.

Now, on page 514 of this same volume, it fs shown that in
South Africa the same condition obtains. The statement is as
follows:

Sale of surplus stock and mutton : In the Cape Provinee fat ewes are
reported as selling for $4.50 per head and fat lambs 5 months old at
$4. Old ewes are readily sold for local slaughter at from $2.50 to §3
per head, according to their flesh.

At the present time the demand for mutton is so strong that there is
a good profit in breeding the woolless sheep for mutton alone. Where
the sheep cumbine both wool and mutton profits must naturally be

much greater.
Cost of production: The average shearing ggr head is estimated at
e growers of 13} cents

6 pounds, with an average priee received by
T

pe‘ th an average valuation on breeding sheep of $2.50 per head and
an investment, exeluding lands in Improvements and equipment
head of not over 40 cents per year, and taking into account the l?:
cost of wages and provisions, the moderate leasing values of their graz-
ing lands, the mild winters which do not demand other food for the
animals than that found on the ranges, the strong demand for mutton
of all classes, It Is evident that the African woolgrower Is able to meet
all his expenses from the sale of his surplus st and mutton, leaving
the wool as a clear profit on his investment.

One flock owner in Rhodesia reports he can sell his wool at 12 cents
per pound and make money.

That is to say, put it this way: The sheep men of Aus-
tralia ‘or South Africa, if they chose to do so, conld absolutely
give their wool away, realize nothing for it, and still continue
in the sheep business. That must be perfectly apparent; that
where there is an average charge against wool products of this
country of 9.6 cents per pound we can not compete with a
country that produces wool that has no charge against it.

Now, there is another reason connected with that.

Mr, GARRETT of Tennessee. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. WILLIS. For a brief question.

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. From the protection stand-
point, what is the gentleman’s idea as to the duty on wool, the
highest duty and the lowest duty that would be just?

Mr, WILLIS. I think my friend knows that I try to be con-
servative about it. The fact is that you take the fine merino
wools of Ohio, as shown by the report of the Tariff Board, and
by the report of the committee on the wool bill of the last
Congress, in order to afford full protection to these merino
sheep there wounld have to be a duty on the scoured content of
about 24 cents. But I recognize the fact that that proposition
must be looked at in a reasonable way. We have got to take
gomething like the average cost of production of wool, and
therefore my opinion, based on the report of the Tariff Board, is
that the duty on the basis of the scoured content should be 18
cents. Of course, although I have no personal interest in the
sheep business, I come from a section that has, and I would be
glad to have it 19 or 20 cents, but I am personally of the opin-
jon that 18 cents on scoured wool would give a reasonable pro-

tection to the woolgrowers of this country. This opinion is con-
curred in by the National Woolgrowers’ Association and by the
farmers and sheepmen of the country generally.

Now, there is another reason why we can not compete success-
fully with the countries I have named. Of course. I recognize
the fact that these men who think it does not make any differ-
ence whether we have anything in this eountry, whether we
raise any sheep or not, or whether we build up any industry,
will not agree with me, but I think the Americean people take a
contrary view to that of gentlemen who so think, and therefore
I want to call attention to these facts taken from the report of
the Tariff Board.

Take the average labor cost per sheep in the United States
and it is 82 cents. In South America it is 23 cents. In Aus-
tralla it is 7 cents, or about one-twelfth of what it is in this
country. Why, in Sonth Africa there are instances, and many
of them, where men are hired at a rate of $1.70 to $3 per month
to take care of sheep—men that are clotjed in a happy smile
and a G string. That is the kind of labor with which we are
to compete if this bill goes through. The labor cost is higher,
and it ought to be, because the people that are getting the wages
are American laborers that receive and ought to receive the
highest wage of anybody in the world. [Applanse.] Anybody
that has investigated beyond the most superficial Inquiry knows
the wages here are two or three times what they are in foreign
countries,

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. Mr. Chairman, will the gentle-
man yleld?

Mr. WILLIS. Certainly.

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. Of course I am not going to
challenge the gentleman’s statement about men being clothed
in sunshine and a G string.

Mr. WILLIB. Ob, it was a sunny smile. I must insist upon
the gentleman keeping my metaphor correct.

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. A sunny smile and a G
string, 1f the weather be such that men ean dress in that
fashion, does not the gentleman think that it is pretty hard on
the sheep that grows the wool ?

Mr. WILLIS. I do not quite eatch the point of the gentle-
man's question,

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. How is it possible for the
woolgrowing sheep to live in a climate where men can dress
themselves in a sunny smile and a G string?

Mr. WILLIS. I want to say to the gentleman, Mr. Chair-
man, that that is a question that is not np to me. It is a gnes-
tion that is up to the sheep. As a matter of fact, they do so live
by the million. That is a fact. How they do it I do not pre-
tend to know. The conditions to which I refer, in so far as
habits of dress are concerned, do not apply to Australia. As
the gentleman well knows, Aunstralia is hot and dry, and yet the
sheep producing that beautiful fleece of heavy wool thrive there,
I do not know how it is, buat it is a fact of nature, and we can
not argue with that fact.

There is another thing to which I wish to refer, and that is
the cost of shearing. The average cost in this country is 03
cents per head. In Austruila it is T cents, and in South America
6 cents, and in Africa 2 cents. The labor cost again is vastly
higher here. Then, too, take the question of freight. Do gen-
tlemen stop to think that it is cheaper to ship wool from Aus-
fralia to Boston than it is to ship wool from Idaho to Boston?
Here are the facts: The freight rate to the wool market of
Boston from the West of the United States is 6 cents on the
scoured pound. From Australia it is half of that, 8 cents; from
South America, 1 cent and a fraction; and from London, two-
tenths of 1 cent. In other words, the producer of Australia, of
South America, and of South Africa has a large advantage on
the labor cost, and he has an immense advantage in the freight
cost; and the result of these things is the unquestioned fact that
we can not compete with those countries in the production of wool,
As I said, if gentlemen say, * Very well ; destroy the sheep iu-
dustry; wipe it out,” then this argument has no effect; but I
think the great mass of the American people do not tanke that
view.

There is another question to which I wish to refer very
briefly. Some one will ask himself, perhaps, why it is that
woolgrowing has not increased in this country. It has not in-
creased rapidly. In fact, it has decreased in some years, and
that is a perfectly legitimate question. How does it come. gince
we have had a tariff, that woolgrowing has not inereased? ILet
us see. In the first place, it is becaunse the protection which the
farmer has had has been continually decreasing. While the
rates in the law remain the same, certain forces have been at
work which I believe I can explain, which have operated to
reduce the actual protection every day in the year. What are
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those forces? Here is one—the development of the frozen-meat
trade of Australia, giving a great impetus to the production of
wool of light shrinkage. Second, the famous skirting clause
in the present tariff law. On this subject the Tariff Board says
(vol. 2, p. 382):

The complaint of the grower of domestic wools that he is not now and
has not during all these years been receiving the amonnt of protection
nominally extended by the 11-cent duty on the grease pound is based
upon the hem?r shrinkage of the domestic fleece as against the light-
conditioned skirted wools selected for importation primarily for their
large net yleld, An examination of the existing duties will show that
the schedule is constructed upon the theory that wool shrinks GGH
per cent in the scouring. Since, however, it I8 certain that the wools
actually imported shrink something less than 40 per cent, It is obvious
that instead of paying $11 duty for every 333 pounds of actual weol
brought in, the importer is really securing some 60 pounds at a rate
of not to exceed 18 cents per scoured pound.

In order that this matier may be more c]earl{ understood, the board
has prepared a tabular statement In which the full effect of shrinkages
upon the actual operation of the exlsting wool dutles is shown:

Present greese-pound rates icith computed scowred-pound cquivalents,

Actual duty on
scoured content.
Bhrinkage. Cless T | Class II
wools.— | wools.—
Duty per | Duty per
pound, | pound,
11 cents. | 12 cents.
$0. 48
‘34
.34
.30
264
.24
o
84
173
.16
15

I have no doubt that gentlemen understand what that means.
There is a provision in section 308 of the present law that I will
read. I think it is only fair, however, in passing, as I criticize
this section somewhat, to say that it is no reflection on the dis-
tinguished gentleman from New York [Mr. PAYNE], because he
himself has fought for years to have this schedule revised. The
provision that I refer to is as follows:

Provided, That skirted wools as imporied in 1890 and prior thereto
are hereby excepted.

What do they do under that clause? Australian wool is
beautiful wool. When I spoke here in the last Congress I had
samples of its It is beautiful wool, not as strong as the Ohio
wool. You can pull it apart as you can cotton batting. It is
not as good as the Ohio wool in some respects; it is not so
strong in fiber, but it is beautiful wool. The producers shear
the wool off and spread it out, and they will cut off the legs,
the dirty portions, the neck and belly, and simply leave the solid
part of the wool, the best of it. Under that clause in the pres-
ent law that wool comes in as if it were in its natural condi-
tion. Couple these two facts together, first the development of
the frozen-meat trade, and, second, this practice of skirting,
and you have the result that whereas the present law was
drawn upon the theory that wool would shrink in the neigh-
borhood of 663 per cent; as a matter of fact, the wool which
now comes into the country shrinks not 66§ per cent but it
shrinks more nearly 40 per cent. That is discussed very
briefly in the report of the Tariff Board, to which I simply refer
in passing, in volume 2, page 382. Just fo make it a clear illus-
{ration, suppose we had 100 pounds. The importer buys 100
pounds of wool, and if it shrinks 66§ per cent he would have
333 pounds under the present law, and he would have to pay a
tariff of $11, and that would make the schedule what the law
intended it should be; but let us see how it actually works out.

Instead of shrinking 6G# per cent it shrinks only about 40
per cent, and, then, instead of having 33% pounds it will be 60
pounds, and if you will divide the amount of duty he pays by
GO0 instead of 33} it will be seen the farmer has not been getting
anything like 33 per cent protection on the scoured pound. As a
matter of fact, it is shown by a table which I shall place in
my remarks he has been getting something like 18 per cent.
That is why I sald 18 cents on the scoured content in reply to
the gentleman from Tennessee. That is about what the farmer
is actnally getting under the present law as protection. Some
interesting tests were recently made. I happen to know the
authenticity of these facts. A fleece of Ohlo wool was cut in
two and half of it was sent to Boston and the other half to

London. That sent to Boston sold at 26} cents per pound, that
sent to London sold for 194 cents per pound, a difference of T
cents—not 11, but 7. A fleece of Oregon wool was divided, as I
have stated in this case. That fleece of Oregon wool gent to
Boston brought 20 cents and that sent to London brought 143
cents, a difference of 5} cents. The same thing happened with
Wyoming wool. In other words, the protection is not what the
law indicates it should be. It has been only something like
probably G cents on the grease pound or 18 cents on the scoured
pound, and that is why the production of wool has not in-
creased more rapidly under the tariff,

Now, I want to call attention to another fact, and that is the
effect the tariff on wool has on the price of clothing. It is
clearly demonstrable that if all the amount of the tariff is
added to the price of the article that on the erdinary suit of
clothes the tariff will not increase the price more than 75 or 80
cents a suit. Does anybody believe that simply by taking this
tariff off that a snit that you now buy for $20 you will then
be able to get it for $19.25? Does anybody think that there will
be the slightest change in the retail price?

No one gives it serious consideration, because it is such a
small element in the price. Ordinarily you can not make a suit
of clothes for the biggest man on earth out of a piece of cloth
and put over $2.10 worth of wool in it. IIow can it be that
the removal of tariff on wool is going to have any appreci-
able effect upon the price of clothing? As a matter of fact,
it will have practically no effect. For illustration—and I hold
no brief for the wool manufacturers and I shall consider them
only incidentally, for I think the terms of the present compen-
satory duty on wool are unfair and ought to be revised, and I
shall vote for an amendment to reduce it—as I say, I hold no
brief at all for the wool manufacturer, but I believe in giving
even the devil his due. What I object to is free wool for the
farmer but protection for the manufacturer. If wool is made
free, why not clothes? The fact is, the price of that clothing is
not because of the profit the manufacturer makes, but it is be-
cause of the profit that is added somewhere else. There is no
wool raised in Ohio that will bring over 60 cents per pound,
cleaned, and it will not take over 34 pounds to make 3} yards
of goods required for a suit. The cost of that wool ean not be
over $2.10, and there is not any better wool in the world, and
this under the present tariff. Whether a suit costs $15 or $75,
it can not contain more than $2.10 worth of wool, including the
duty, and the rest of the price must be paid to American labor
or American profif, and not over 25 cents profit per suit gets to
the mill on the average. Twenty years ago department stores
paid 80 cents, less T per cent, for goods to retail at $1. To-day
the big houses will not pay over 623 cents for goods to retail at
$1 and not over 821 cents for goods that retal at $1.25, and prac-
tically no house will pay more than $1.05 for goods that retail
at §1.50. A $25 suit for women at retail in department stores
in our great cities cosis the retailer not more than $15 net, and
it contains about $6 worth of dress goods.

A department store selling a suit at $25 gets $10, the mill not
over $0, including the tariff on wool and the cost of the wool.
Here is a little item I have here taken from a New York paper,
an advertisement for one of the big department stores of New
York City, which one it is not necessary to say, except it goes
to show that they can sell a blue serge suit, special and thor-
oughly dependable, at $14.75. Now, let us analyze that. The
ultimate consumer pays $14.75. The department store pays not
over $10. The clothing manufacturer pays for goods not over
$3.25. The clothing manufacturer pays for trimming, labor,
expense, and profit $6.75, making $10. The department store
gets $4.75. The mill gets $3.25, which includes the tariff, cost
of wool, ete. The department store makes, by simply hanging
up the suit, a profit of more than the farmer gets for raising the
wool, more than the manufacturer of the cloth gets for its con-
version into eloth.

The single profit that is made in the one handling is more
than the total cost of that piece of cloth, including the cost of
the wool up to the time it leaves the mill. And then they com-
plain about what an Immense profit the farmer is getting, and
about the tariff. The clothing manufacturer pays for the goods
not over $3.25. He pays for trimming and labor expense and
profit, $6.75, making $10. The depariment store gets a profit
of $4.75, a profit of nearly 50 per cent. Iere is the actual cost.
And yet we complain because the farmer down on the hills of
Ohio is getting a little tariff protection upon his produect.

I shall place in the REcorp something of an elaboration of
what I said at the beginning about the influence of loeal eustom
upon prices, to make it clear, if I can, as a matter of fact, that
the thing which has the most to ad with prices is not the tariff,
but theése peculiar loecal customs.
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Cammodity. Unit of sale.|

Per cent.

That is to say, the man who runs the dairy farm, furnishes
the cow, cares for her, feeds her, and attends to the milking,
gets but 50 per cent of what is paid for the milk by the ultimate
consumer. In ease of poultry, the farmer's wife who raises
the chickens gets but 50 cents out of every dollar that is paid
for them by the consumer. The producer of oniens gets only
28 per cent of the consumer's price. The producer of oranges
gets only 20 per ecent. The producer of cabbage gets only 48
per cent of the price paid by the comsumer. The produeer of
potatoes gets only $59 out of every $100 paid by the consumer.
The man who raises the watermelons gets only 34 per eent of the
price to the consumer. In other words, with the agricultura¥f
productien increasing only slowly and in some eases absolutely
decreasing, with only a small share of the comsumer’s price
going to th2 producer, it is very apparent why the cost of living
is high. We see clearly two of the reasons that enter into this
great problem. Of course, there are other faetors, which it is
not our purpose here to diseuss.

Mr. Chairman, I see that my time is almost gone, but before T
conclude there are some things to which I sheuld like to call
attention. I shounld like to go through Schedule @, in which
practically everything that is raised upon the farm is either
put upon the free list or the rates are ent in two—the farmer
suffers the most heavily of all. Did you notice the duty upon
peanuts? It is as interesting as it can be. That is on page 57
of this bill. Before that they had been cutting and slicing right
and left, putting eattle, and horses, and sheep, and mules. dead
or alive, and swine, and all of those things at greatly redunced
rates, and then the brethren, In order te save their faces and
keep up appearanees, slightly reduced the duty on peanuts. Pea-
nuts unshelled now bear half a cent a pound. They made a
tremendous ( ?) reduetion from ene-half a eent a pound to three-
eighths of a cent a pound, in the interests of the people. And
ghelled peanuts that now bear a rate of 1 cent a pound—and
who ever heard of such magnanimity—are rednced to three-
fourths of a cent a pound. A produect th-t is raised in a loeality
that has not a Member on the committee to look after it has
to stand a ent, but peanuts had a friend on the committee, and
go they did not suffer.

1 will refer in the closing minutes which I have to this free
list.
AMr. Chairman, this is a thing grand. gloomy, and peculiar.

Mr. MAPES. Where are peanuts raised?

Mr. WILLIS. In Virginia, North Carolina, and so on down.
I am not complaining about that. I am simply bewailing the
misfortimes of the poor fellows in Michigan and Ohio and
other places who did not have a friend at ecourt. I am not
complaining.

When the farmer opens up this free list, there are things
that are going to make him happy. He will find broom corn
on the free list, and buckwheat is on the free list. But there
is compensation. His broom corn has gone down in price, and
his buckwheat Is not worth enough fo fill up a ravine; but
what a satisfaction it will be to him when he finds that he ean
get cadmium free. [Laughter.]

The CHAIRMAN, The time of the gentleman from Ohio has

ired.
exglr. PAYNE. I yield three minutes more to the gentleman,

Mr. WILLIS. And then if he goes on he will find corn and
cornmeal, which he used to get protection on, now on the free
list, but bonechar he can get free. Unfortunately, however, that
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is used only by the Sugar Trust, and consequently is put on

 the free list for its benefit. Ineidentally, the Sugar Trust seems

to be wonderfully favored in this bill, as is indieated by the

| following from the Ohio Farmer of April 26, 1913:

[From the Ohio Farmer, Apr. 21.]
FREE SUGAR,

So far every attempt In the Demoeratic eaueus fo alter any of the
schedule items in the Underwood tariT mensure has been thwarted by
the administration forces: Practically every important ftem has its
opponents, but the flercest Aght came, as expeeted, on the sugar and
raw-wool ltems. The sugar schedule as written Into the bill, reducin
the duty at once from 1.9 cents to 1 eent per nd, then removing |
entirely in three years, was attacked from both sides. Representative
Broussarp, speaking for the Loulsinna sugar raisers, attempted to com-
promise by proposing a 10 per cent reduction at first, with a rogressive
reduction cvery three years, but this was defeated 86 to 15. A free-
sugar Member proposed to remove all the du? at enee, but to make it
effective October 135, to give wholesalers time to adjnst their business to
the new conditions, but the caucns also voted this down. Opponents of
lowering the sugar tariff graphically pointed out that consumers are not
now paying the full duty—1.9 cents per pound—on refined sugar, nor
the 1.685 cents on raw sugar, nor the Cuban-sugar duty of 1.348 conts,
for the reason that refiners, in competition for the domestic market,
have so reduced the price that consumers are now paying only a frace
tion of these duties. Removing the tariff will therefore enable the
refiners further to cut prices and hold them down until all the domestie
bert and cane sugar producers are put out of business, Then the world's
price of sugar at Hamburg would up, on account of curtailed world's
produetion, an ilustration of which is afforded by the fact that a short-
age of a million tons, which is less than our domestle grodl:ciinn, sent
sugar up 2 cents In 1911, Then, with the beet-sugar industry out of
their way, the half dozen American refiners would Import all their
eugar, make thelr own prices, and grow richer than ever before. Mr.
UNDERWOUD says that the only sugzestions which Presfdent Wilson in-
sisted on inserting in the tariff bill are the free-sugar and free-wool
items. Also, it is reported that the President admits that * some of
the domestic sugar factories must close, but he hopes that they will
reopen later.” What would they reopen for? Our farmers are not
golng to ralse sugar beets at a cost ef 3,54 conts per sugar pound to
compete with the German cost of 2.41 cents (figures are from the Ways
and Means Committee report accompanying last year's Underweed tariff
bill), especially when all the margin of profit goes into the pockets of
the American Refining Co. and its associates. Furthermore, Loulsiana
cane sugar, because It goes upon the market early In the faM, before
domestic beet-sugar supplies are available, has served to keep the price
of sugar more uniform the year around. Thus it is made clear that frea
sugar may benefit none but the half dozen powerful refining concerns,
and the * dear consumers ™ may pay dearer than now.

But as the farmer sees that his eorn and eorn menl, wheat,
and hogs are on the free Ilat he can look up and thank his stars
that he can still get cudbear free. [Laughter.] Think of the
old farmer with his worn-ont trousers and his run-over boots—

| for his trousers.are likely to be worn-out and his beots run-over

under the hard times which this bill will bring—going into the

' store and saying, “ Mr, Storekeeper, I want a bushel of cud-
| bear.”

That is a thing that you Democrats have promised your con-
stitments. It is a great satisfaction to know that eudbear is on
the free list. It is a splendid thing for the farmer. [Laughter.}

Then if the farmer's wife has been so economiecal as to be
able to save up a little lard and take it to market she will find
the price has been cuf a cent and a half a pound. but, thank Ged,
Jjoss sticks are on the free list, and alse old junk. [Laughter.]
And if that good mother should happen to want a leech she can
get it, because leeches also are on the frée list.

This farmer goes on and he finds his beef and veal and mutton
and pork and lamb are put on the free list. The priees of the
produets of his farm have all gone to pieces, but he says, “T am
satisfied, because I can get all the manna I want, as it is on the
free list.” And also meerschaum. I thought that was well put
in here, *“ mere-sham.” He finds that the priees on eats and hay
have all gone to grass, but, glory be, he can get myrobolans
free, and also nux vomiea. That helps out. [Laughter.]

And his potatogs, on which he had 25 cents protection, are
put on the free list. That is bad for him. It is bad to have the
price of his rye and milk and eream reduced by taking off the
tariff, but it helps out some to have the farmer know that if he
wishes he can still get all the pulw he wants free of duty.

That is a great fundamental doctrine of the Democratie
Party—to give the people pulu In great abmmdance, [Laughter
on the Republican gide.]

And here is another thing that helps out: Apatite and divi-
divi are made free. [Laughter on the Republican side.}] Then,
here is section 613. It will be a splendid thing for the Ameri-
can people, before the effects of this bill are outlived, to have
spunk placed on the free list. Here it Is. We shall surely need
it before we get through with the effeets of this hill. [Renewed
laugihter.] And then if you tell the farmers that the priee of
hogs has gone dawn and the price of tallow has gone dewn, it
will comfort them to know that, even with that reduction
of price in tallow and hogs, tamarinds are made free. [Laugh-
ter.] And that is the case all the way through this bill—a
“mere sham.” [Prolonged applause on the Republican side.]

The CHAIRMAN (Mr. Stevexns of New Hampshire). The
time of the gentleman has expired.
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Mr. PAYNT:Z Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gentleman from
New Jersey [Mr. BrowNiNG |.

XMr, BROWNING. Mr. Chairman, with the full knowledze
that any remarks I may make en the pending bill will be futile,
yet, in justice to my constituents. I must register a protest
aeainst the provisions of these schedules whieh. if enacted into
Taw, will disastrously affect the people of the first New Jersey
district, the peeple of the entire State of New Jersey, and the
people of the whele country. We need only the light of expe-
rience o read the handwriting on the wall

I shall eonfine my remarks largely to the sitmation in my own [

district, thongh I believe my contention is applieable generally
to all other districts and States of the Union.

Alr. Chairman, I represent some 260,000 industrious, energetic,
prosperons people. and I might say that almost every article
we need in our daily life is produced and made in my district
and State. On our farms—though ours is not an agrieultural
State—we raise millions of bushels of whent, corn, aud oats.
and about every known article of soc-ealied gorden truek. In
our factorics, milis, and yards we turn eut innumerable articles,
from steel pems to battleships and mercimadising vessels.
"Fhirty thousand wage enrners are paid some $15.000.000 yenrly,
wore than the amount paid by the Government to its employees
liere in the National Capital. Besides our profitable farming
conununities we have prosperous iron and steel and pettery and
woolen planis, while onr ehemicals, candy. seaps, laces; oileloth,
embroidery, stoves, corks. talking mmehines, and scores of ether
articles are known threughout not only our own country but all
over the world.

And right here, Mr. Chairman, let me emphasize the fuct that
every one of the mdustries of my district is subject to the very
lcenest eompetition. We have no monopolies and we pay divi-
dends on Be waterel stock. With possibly one exception. you
can not connect us with any so-called trust; and. further, many
of the manufacturing concerns of my district can and do pay the
highest wages on earth, and mmnke a rensonable profit by exer-
cising the mest rigid economy anid efficiency in management.

Fifty milllon dollars have been invested in plants and ma-
chinery, and $30.000.000 worth of produets are turned out an-
nually. Fhis could only ba pessible, however. with protection
agninst the preduets of cheap foreign labor. Remove this pro-
tection in whole or in part. as is proposed in this most iniqui-
tous, un-American, free-trade bill, and one of two things must
happen in the factories in my district, my State. and all over
the country—the mills must close or the workmen must aecept
foreign wages.

There is no dispute, Mr. Chairman, about this difference in
wages. No one denies or will deuy that the wages paid in
Camvlen, N. J.. nre dovble and treble these paid abread for the
same work. And with the wage eost of an article amounting to
from 70 te 90 per eent of its tetal cest of production, what is
going to happen when we are driven te open cempetition with
prodacers who receive but one-half or one-third of our wages?

We are teld that this new tariff will reduce the cost of living.
I believe it will, Mr. Chairman. It will mean living in one or
two rooms instend ef living in a whole house. It will mean one
suit of clothes instead of three. It will mean meat eccasienally
instead of daily. It will mean few, if any, laxuries. lt will
mean the withdrawal of savings. which in the eity of Camden
amount to $20.000.000. It will mean a cessation in building,
which will affect the workers in the various trades, whose wiges
will be eut in half er warse because of idle time. And then the
merchant and professional man and woman will suffer, till only
the pawnbroker will be doing a profitable business. [Applause
on the Republican side.]

The President in his message made no alluson to wages. The
repert of the majority is silent en the matter. The speeches
favoring this bill severely let the subjeet alone, and yet it is the
pith of the entire guestion. ;

We are told by®the astute writers on finance and economics
of the country that we are to have a new national wage adjust-
ment. We are teld that this bill, if it becomes a law, will
revolutienize our wage scale, will disrupt our labor unions, and
level our present standard of living toward the foreign plane.
Sueh must be the result, if not the intention, of this bill. It
will pesitively close more than one factory in my district unless
our workmen are willing to accept one-half or one-third of the
wages they are now receiving, And whep that result is brought
about, Mr. Chairman, every man, woman, and child in the coun-
try must be adversely affected.

My people are already realizing what this bill means. They
are sending me: petitions benring thousands of mames, not the
names of capitalists and manufacturers and bankers, but the
names of the men and women of the mills, regardless of party.

Seme of them remember and refer to the conditions of 20 years
ago and beg that we do not repeat that folly.

I have sent this bill to the industrial estublishments of Chm-
Fden, the principal city in my district, and elsewhere; and from
| many of them I have reeeived candid replies, stating the result
that must follow the enactment of its provisions.

The head of the State grange and a practical farmer says:

T haven't bad time to make a thorough comparison of schedules, but
am fully eonvineed, so far as I have gone, that the bill will be fatal te
,agricultural interests.

From: the South Jersey Farmers' Exchange comes the fol-
lowing :

We: are wriﬂn% you on request of ahout 1,000 members of the Sonth
Jersey Farmers' Exchange in protest against the bill that is before Con-
gress to take the duty entirely off of potatoes. We think at Ieast there
sliould be not less than 15 cents per bushel duty paid on all forelem
potatoes coming into this country. We can hardly believe that you and
other Members representing the rs' interests will allow this bill to
go through.

From a Tetter of the officinls of a worsted mill I take the fol-
lowing extracts:

We certainly feel that its effects will be most serlous and depressing,
for we can not see how the manufacturers will be able to compete
against foreien fmpertations with but 20 per ¢ent on yarns and 35 per
cent on manafactured goods and clothing, even with woels being admit®
ted free of duty.

L

- L3

* L * -

We are wholly dependent on the weavers of the goods for our busi-
ness, and what we fear most is that they will not be able to run under
a 35 per cent duty at the present seale of wages, in which ease they .
will have no use for our yarns, and we, in turn, will have no use for
wool, free or otherwise.

The head of a varnish and paint concern writes:

I can assure that its provisions will operate most disastrously,
as far as our interests in Camden are concerued,

I extract the following paragraphs from a letfer cencerning
the worsted and woolen yarn industry:

From every Indleation It means practically utter destruetion.
- - - - . L L]

Tt is almost certnln that there will be very little American cloth
made notil Ameriean labor has been brought down to the level of Euro-
pean labor.

® - - - L] L -

An analvsis of the last census report shows that in the city of
Camden there were about 1.200 persons emmloyed in the manafacture
of worsted yaros. receiving $355.000 annmally in wages. This means
that approximately 16 per cent of onr entire rElcrpnlariom is dependent
upon this indnstry for a livelihood. Strike at the root of this indus
and you deprive t! of onr pug\:lstion of the means of supno

Nothing eould be more disastronz orr elty to the worsted-
yarn industry than the passage of House bill 3321,

From a maearoni company comes the following:

As we sald rormerty. this will practically mean that many Ameriean
macaronl factories will have to go out of busimess. as It Is Impossible
to compete with foreizm manvfacturers, because macaroni is a product
that Is nsed prineipally by foreigners. and they prefer to my imported
goods, especially if they can buy it cheaper than the American product.

A firm in Camden dealing in wool, scoured, ecarbonized, and
combed. writes:

e have carefully considered the portlions of the bill relating to our
Industry, and look upon {ts passage with very great fear.
L 3 - - - - - -
The proposed bill provides for free wool and 35 per cent on manu-
factured textiles, and in the light of past experience we can not see
where the textile manufacturers have much chanc¢e to operate. We be-
lieve since the passage of the former hill the textile Indnstry of this
connfry kas advaneed considerably. pessibly to sveh: an extent that the
indnstry might be able to live under the conditien of the bill passed In
President Cleveland’s term, hnt it surely has not made such strides that
it ean exist under the provisions eof the Underwood Dbiil
> - - - - - L
It is & national dlzgrace if this country can not clothe its people.
and we thoronghly believe that a bill bearing snch a low rate of pro-
tection to manufactured textiles will give the indnstry a severe sethack.
From the Demoeratic standpoint of tariff for revenue, the proposed hill
will be a great success, ln that it will permit the impertation of goods
in enormous guantities.

A comparatively new industry, that of phototypes. gelatine
prints. commereial and art cafalogues, send the following:

At its best this industry is but in a state of Imfaney, and It is to
further develop it in this country that we protest amainst lowering the
tariff, as we have fonnd in the past that It Is already low enongh on
work done by this proeess to make It impossible for us to compefe with
foreign houses en sueh things as illustrated post eards and art sub-
jects. Worse still. another lowering of the tariff would mean to us to
abandon the Industry altogether, as we wovld be ahsolutely unable to
compete with the in-rush of the printing done by foreign producers.

A petition signed by the employees of the above firm says:

Shonld the tariff be lowered on the goeds of our employers. it would:
be impossible for themr te compete with the foreign producers, and con-
ﬁﬂ?ﬂy they would be compelled either to abandon the industry or
I e our wages to such an extent as to almost deprive us ef a decent
livelihood, te: which we as American citizens are justly entitled.

One of the glaring inequalities of the bill, bearing on an in-
dustry in my distriet, is the faet that a duty remains en burlap,

not one yard of whicly is made im this country. To place this on
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the free list would work an injury to no citizen of this country,
but, on the contrary, would be a positive and substantial ad-
vantage to the poorest man, as this commodity is the basis of
his carpet—Afloor oilcioth.

On the other hand, the duty on floorcloth has been changed
from 45 per cent to 20 per cent, and this feature, in connection
with the fact that the raw material—burlap—carries a duty,
makes it practically sure that the American manufacturer of
floorcloths can not compete with the manufacturer abroad.

Mr. Chairman, I have quoted the comments of honest business
men, of men who know what the effect of this tariff would be
and who would be justified in anticipation of its enactment in
closing their mills or announcing the reduced wages, which
must positively be the only alternative. And in this connection,
Mr. Chairman, I could pay no higher tribute to the manu-
facturers of my district and the State, and to the manu-
facturers throughout the country, than to call attention to the
fact that they have made no threats, they have resorted to no
recrimination, but in the face of coming adversity, and ruin
for many, they have kept up courage and proceeded as best
they could with constantly decreasing orders, keeping their fires
lit and their men at work in the hope that in some way disaster
fnay be averted.

I might, in justice to myself and the industries of my
district, ask that the bill be amended, but I should have to
present as many amendments as we have industries, and as it
would only be a waste of time I shall refrain.

But, Mr. Chairman, I do protest against this bill, not alone
because of the general reductions that take away the adequate
protection our industries need against cheap foreign labor, but
because of the vicious features of the measure which increase
the duty on raw material that we do not produce and reduce
the duty on the finished product. That sort of tariff making,
sir, is not only un-American but inhuman and iniquitous to the
last degree.

It would seem that there could be nothing worse for our labor
and industries than free trade, but worse still is a tariff that
taxes the raw material and lets in free, or with a low duty, the
finished product. There is no reason and no excuse for such
legislation, Mr. Chairman, unless it is the intent and desire to
adjust American wages and the American standard of living
to the European and Asiatic level.

When the wages of workmen in our mills and factories are
reduced to the Democratic free-trade dollar-a-day basis, then the
price of farm products must be cut in half and the wages of
carpenters, painters, plumbers, masons, bricklayers, paper
hangers, decorators, teachers, clerks, and so on, must also
be cut in half, with idleness on every hand. There will be no
strikes then for higher wages and shorter hours. Instead of a
job or two for every man, there will be two or more looking for
every job.

. There is another point, Mr. Chairman, that should not be
overlooked. While you are reducing duties upon a standard
American product, other nations are increasing their duties,
with the resnlt that our manufacturers will be ground between
two millstones.

We are making in my distriet snperior goods, the best made
on earth. The cheap imitations of these goods are at present
kept out by an adequate tariff; take away this protection and
we shall be inundated by the cheaply made foreign product. We
are prohibited from selling abroad by foreign tariffs; our home
market will be taken away, the domestic industry destroyed,
and the inferior substitute will flood our markets. Whercin do
we gain?

Again, we find that some of our industries are given slight
incidental protection that may enable them to barely exist, and
yet our farmers are given no protection whatever, and when the
agriculturists of my district or of any other district are unable
to make a profitable living, how can they buy the products of
the mills and factories?

Why, Mr. Chairman, this bill instead of being called a bill to
reduce tariff doties and provide revenue for the Government—
which it will not provide—and for other purposes, should be
called a bill for the emasculation of American wages, the dis-
mantlement of American homes, and the debasement of Ameri-
can men and women.

With all the vigor of which I am possessed do I protest
against such a blow to the industries of my district and against
such an attempt to ruin the people I represent. I can do no
more., But I warn you, Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, that the
day of reprisal will come as it came in 1824, in 1860, and in
1896—you may bring calamity and disaster and ruin and pov-
erty and suffering, but the people will rise in their might and
again restore us to protection and opportunity and prosperity.

Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the majority, you are taking
an unfair advantage in carrying out your designs; you were not

asked to frame and pass this vicious tariff measure. On the
contrary, a most substantial majority of our voters protested
against such legislation at the polls last fall, and a still greater
majority would register their disapproval now if they could do
so. You were given power by a political fluke. In the vernacu-
lar of the day you scored not by a clean base hif, but by helng
hit by the ball. The American people are opposed to your
policy. We are a peop!e who favor adequate protection to home
labor and industries. We are in favor of high wages, a high
standard of living, comfortable homes, plenty to eat and wear,
and opportunity for all with consequent national progress.

This bill, if enacted into law, will bring disaster and ruin and
will adversely affect every person in tlie countiry execept those
who profit from the adversity of others. We of the minority
can only protest and hope that in some way the evils fhat
threaten us may be In part or wholly averted. [Applause on the
Republican side.]

Mr. PAYNE. Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gentleman from
Kentucky [Mr. LANGLEY].

Mr. LANGLEY. Mr. Chairman, I am very proud indeed to
have the privilege of addressing so large and epthusiastic an
audience. [Applause.] I hope my genial friend from Alabama
[Mr. UxpeErwoop]—and I am glad that he and the distinguished
gentleman from Missouri [Mr. CLArRK] both honor me with their
presence and attention—will pardon me if I become personal
to the extent of saying that, although I greatly admire the
superb qualities of leadership possessed by the gentleman from
Alabama and hold him in the highest personal esteem, I was,
nevertheless, in favor of the nomination of my old friend Crnaump
Crarg for the Presidency. [Applause.]

Millions of honest voters had been persuaded into the firm
conviction that protection was unconstitutional and a robbery;
that it was a handicap to capital, a burden to the masses, and
beneficial only to plutocrats and other selfish enemies of the
common people. I felt that the gentleman from Missouri [Mr.
Crark], having been the star performer in that well-staged
drama, ought to have been the chief beneficiary of Democracy’s
ill-gotten gain. [Laughter and applause.]’ But the Demaocratic
Party is sometimes ungrateful, as Republies are proverbially
said to be, and my friend was “ turned down.” The manner
of the *turning down" and the reason for it have nothing to
do with the tariff question, and therefore it is not proper that I
should discuss the subject here.

Mr. AUSTIN. But he will come back again, I will say to the
gentleman.

Mr. LANGLEY. I hope he will. I do not know whether I
shall favor his nomination four years from now or not; but one
thing is certain, and that is that if the popularity of the gentle-
man from Alabama [Mr. UNpERWwooD] continues to grow in this
country, as a result of his authorship of this bill, as it is now
growing in the countries across the sea, where they are looking
with longing eyes to our rich markets which the bill will open
up to them, then his political future is assured and the attain-
ment of the goal of his ambition certain. [Applause.] Then
nothing can keep him out of the White House. Even fusion
between Wilson and Bryan and LA Forrerre and CrLARK and
Roosevelt, with the Socialist vote thrown in, could not stop him.
[Laughter and applause.]

But will the American people like him as well “ after taking "
as they do “before taking”? [Laughter.] That is the mo-
mentous question. He is not exceedingly popular just now down in
the district which I have the honor to represent. My constitu-
ents like him well enough, but most of them fear the effect
of his bill, However, I will tell him bow he can make himself
a hero in the tenth district of Kentucky. We raise a good deal
of cattle and hogs there, and we also consume a good deal of
beef and pork and bacon. We produce a great deal of coal and
Inmber, but we also use a great deal of those commodities, and
the same is true with reference to many other articles I conld
mention. If he can so shape this bill that he‘can maintain the
price of cattle and hogs and at the same time reduce the price
of beef, pork, and bacon to the consumers of those articles;
if he ean keep up the present price of coal and lumber to the
producer and at the same time cheapen them to the consumer;
in a word, if he can devise some sort of automatic process
working both ways whereby the wages of labor can be main-
tained as well as the prices of what labor produces and at the
same time these products can be cheapened to the consumer;
then, indeed, I am almost willing to concede that he could come
very near carrying that rock-ribbed Republican district as the-
nominee for the Presidency in 1916.

I earnestly hope thuat he can do these th]ngs, because I want
to see all the people of my district get a square deal and their
share of the beneficence of this bill. I confess that I entertain
serious doubts as to whether all this is possible, although I
really think that you Democrats are in earnest about it and
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really believe that you ean accomplish this devoutly wished-for
result. I give you credit for the utmost good intentions, but I
beg to remind you that there is a certain road which is said to
be paved with that kind of material.

I will admit that I used to be quite considerably prejudiced
against Democrats, and sometimes I even doubted the patriotism
of some of them. When I was a boy and heard that good old
camp-meeting song—

Show pity, Lord! O Lord, forgive!

Let a repenting rebel live—
I thought it was a generous plea of a righteous Republican to
the good Lord to be merciful to a poor penitent Democrat. But
in recent years I have developed very largely the spirit of
tolerance. I think the gentleman from Alabama and his fol-
lowers earnestly believe that this bill will work out great good
for the country. On the other hand, I am just as firm in my
belief that it will curtail home production, embarrass eapital,
lower the wages of labor by reducing the demand for it, driving
many out of employment, lower the prices of farm products
and of labor’s products generally, and half the industrial progress
of the Nation. Should it turn out that I am mistaken, my
disappeintment will be compensated by the gratifying knowledge
that more good has come to the country.

I want to say to my distinguished Demoecratic friend from
Kentucky in front of me here [Mr. Staniey] that I will not
agree to join his party in that event, because it is wrong in too
many other things; but if you Democrats make times befter
by this bill I will take off my hat to you and admit that for
onee you have guessed right.

I shall not attempt, Mr. Chairman, to point out all the de
fects, great and small, in this bill. Life is too short for that. I
ghall content myself with pointing out some of its most striking
shortcomings. Everyone within the reach of my voice and
millions of people throughout the country will remember how
for years the Democrats, in season and out of season, have be-
rated the Republican Party for not giving the farmer a square
deal, and how they swere by high heaven that things should
be different if their party ever got into power. Every Demo-
eratic platform since the close of the Cleveland administration
has been ringing and reverberating with promises that the
farmer and his interests should be properly cared for if the
Democratic Party obtained control of the Government. This
was one of the leading issues upon which that party appealed to
the voters of the country for confidence and support.

Well, the party is in power now, and the very first thing it
has done, in spite of those promises, has been to give the Amer-
ican farmer the worst slap in the face that has ever been ad-
ministered to him since the foundation of this Government. It
taxes the raw material and lets in free the finished product. It
taxes wheat, but lets in flour free. It taxes cattle and hogs,
but lets in free beef and pork and bacon, thus transferring to
foreigners the employment involved in converting the raw mate-
rial. If ever any class of producers In our country was dis-
criminated against by legislation, it has been done in the case
of the farmers in this bill. It was bad enough in the so-called
farmers’ free-list bill, which proposed reciprocal trade in agri-
cultural products between the American farmer and the Cana-
dian farmer, but this bill is infinitely worse, becaunse it invites
the Canadian farmer to dump all of his surplus products into
the United States and gives the American farmer nothing in
return. I know it is contended that Canada to-day has no
agricultural produocts to spare, but it is well to bear in mind
the fact that up in Alberta and other Provinces enormous wheat
fields are being cultivated in ever-increasing numbers and that
in the natural course of events that wheat will seek the Amer-
ican market. I opposed reciprocity with Canada, although it
was favored by a Republican President, because I feared the
conditions which I have just described, and with all the more
vigor do I oppose the present bill, which aggravates these ad-
verse conditions beyond compare.

Our Democratic friends declare that while it is troe that the
farmer's profits on his crops may be sealed down by the free
entry of the preducts of competing agriculturists, he will be
benefited by the lower prices of the things he consumes. They
seem to forget, however, that it makes very little difference
how cheaply an article may be bought if the would-be purchaser
has not the money with which to buy it. It will make very
little difference to the American farmer whether he can buy
his clothing and the clothing for his family for 25 per cent less
than he has been paying for it if his own income is cut down
50 per cent, or even more, as the result of this tariff legislation.
It will make very little difference to him that agricultural im-
plements ean be imported free of duty if production on his acres
has to be curtailed because no longer profitable.

Coal is put upon the free list in this bill. I am opposed to
that. I do not believe that the price of coal will be cheapened
thereby in such a degree as to make a material difference to
those who use the domestic product. I do know that free coal
is certain to result in the lowering of wages of the men em-
ployed in American mines. I am sure that it will affect most
injuriously the coal-mining industry of Kentucky and West
Virginia for the reasons already stated, and also because of
the fact that a large part of the northern market now supplied
from the mines in those States will hereafter be supplied by
Canada and Nova Scotia by reason of the cheap water trans-
portation from those Provinces as against the more expensive
rail transportation from the States I have named. I assert,
Mr. Chairman, that this is a mest ineguitable arrangement.
We allow Canada to bring her coal into the United States; we
make her a present of this great market and we ask nothing in
return. In all conscience it would be bad enough to allow the
free importation of coal under any cirenmstances, but it ap-
pears to me as extremely poor statesmanship to permit this to
be done without obtaining at least some reciprocal advantage
from Canada. It vieolates every fandasmental principle of eco-
nomic wisdom, and can not be excused even upon the score of
expediency.

I know it is eontended that putting coal on the free list will
not reduce the wages of the labor employed in the coal industry
in this country. I have had no practical experience in the busi-
ness, and can not therefore speak from personal knowledge, hut
I would like to introduce a witness who has had vast experience
in the business and ought to know what he is talking about. I
refer to no less a personage than the Hon. Henry Gassaway
Davis, of West Virginia, whom yon Democrats nominated for
Vice President a few years ago. Mr. Davis appeared before the
Committee on Ways and Means in 1803 (Fifty-third Congress),
of whiech Mr. Wilson, of West Virginia, was chairman, and of
which the Hon. William Jennings Bryan, of Nebraska, was a
member. It so happened that Mr. Davis was being interro-
gated by the Nebraskan with regard to the effect of putting
coal on the free list. In answer to one of Mr. Bryan's ques-
tions Mr. Davis made this very significant statement:

That 1s the district of your chairman—the second West Virginia.
There are 3,000 or 4.000 people there who are depending almost en-
ﬁrely;‘:!pon the digging of coal and getting it to market.
free you take from them their bread. (See p. 1127.)

Your arguments now contradict this distinguished witness,
although you tried to eleet him to the great office of Vice Presi-
dent after he had taken this stand. This may be Democratic
consistency, but it is certainly not a jewel.

Mr. Chairman, the lnmber industry is also an important one
in my district, and I am opposed to free lumber for the sanie
reasons that I am opposed to free coal. I have heretofore
stated pretty fully my views on free lumber, and as I expect to
debate it, as well as free coal, under the five-minute rule, I shall
not go into these matters further now, except to venture the
prediction that this bill will injure both industries and to pro-
test against its enactment.

We have heard much, Mr. Chairman, about the wonderful
benefits to be derived in consequence of this legislation by the
“ ultimate consumer.” One would think that the ultimate con-
sumer was in a class by himself. The family name of the
ultimate consumer is “everybody.” The tailor is the ultimate
consumer of the shoemaker's product; the miller is the wvlti-
mate consumer of the man who sells him the machinery for his
mill. What one man produces another consumes. Production
and consumption are interlocking facts. You can not separite
the one from the other. You can no more segregate the effect
of the one upon the other than you can set apart cause and
effect in any other operation. whether natural or artificial. We
are all producers and we are all consumers. If one of us is in-
ordinately benefited some one else is necessarily inordinately
injured. It is an endless chain In the view of economic legis-
lation the nltimate consumer is a myth.

In order to furnish the Treasury a compensating revenue for
the loss resulting from the lowering of the tariff duties the
Underwood bill provides an income tax. I have always favored
such a tax as a proper means for raising revenue for the sup-
port of the Government. I voted to submit the constitutional
amendment to the States. and I am glad that it has been ratified
g0 as to enable this Congress to impose the tax. It is no more
thaun right that the wealth of the country shonld bear its proper
share of the expense of Government. The burden of such ex-
pense ought to be placed upon those best able to bear it, and for
the protectivn of whose inferests most of that expense is in-
curred. The * unearned inerement™ ought to be made a faetor
in providing for the needs of the Nation. The principle of this
kind of taxation has long been recognized as absolutely correct
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by other nations, and has been carried into practice much more
drastically than this bill proposes. I have no fault to find with
the scale adopted for the imposition of this tax. I do not care
how large the amount of revenue which may be derived from it.
The industrial and social progress of the Nation will eall for
ever-increaging expenditure on the part of the Government. As
the conntry grows its needs will grow. We are accustomed in
the United States to doing things upon a liberal scale, and we
shall never change in that respect. When the first billion-
dollar Congress passed into history a great ery was set up over
the alleged Republican extravagance of that day. Since then we
have come to the billion-dollar session, and our Democratic
friends have appropriated considerably more than a billion
dollars in one session without turning a hair. I am not finding
fault with them for that; I predict that while they are in power
they will probably exceed the limit of appropriations of the last
session.

Many things remain to be done in the legitimate functions
and through the legitimate expenditures of the Government.
Millions of dollars can be profitably expended every year in
the construetion of good roads. I heartily approve of the pro-
posed creation of a committee of this House to whose care is spe-
cially to be confided the subject of providing comprehensively for
a system of public highways with Federal aid in their con-
struction and maintenance. It is one of the great needs of the
American farmer, upon whom rests an unnecessary burden of
hundreds of millions of dollars every year in the matter of
carrying his produce to market over the worst roads of any
civilized country. The American farmers, Mr. Chairman, are
very much more concerned and directly interested in the im-
provement of roads than they are in the improvement of rivers
and harbors, however necessary the latter may be. We have
heard quite a good deal of late about several proposed enter-
prises to be undertaken by the Government looking to the con-
struction of inland waterways that are to link the Great Lakes
to the Gulf and make it possible for great steamers to pass
from the Lakes to the ocean. I have no objection to the prose-
cution of such enterprises, but I maintain that of greater im-
portance than these is the building of good roads, which are the
primary avenues of transportation for the farmers,

It will be expensive, it Is true, but it will make up the un-
equal distribution that has occurred heretofore in Federal ap-
propriations and do Jjustice to a class of our citizens—the
farmers—who are most in need of this assistance; ang the
burden on the taxpayers will be many times compensated by
the advantages that will acerue to them and to the whole coun-
try. If the country is to be so greatly benefited, as is generally
supposed, by the new markets that the building of the Panama
Canal is to open up to our surplus products, this public high-
way improvement is the only substantial way in which the
farmer can get an adequate return for the share of the expense
of the canal which he Fas borne. Mr. Chairman, I have been
advocating Federal aid in the construction of public highways
for many years. I have made it one of the chief issues of
my ecampaigns for Congress. So persistent have I been in its
advecaey that I was dubbed * Turnpike John" by my Demo-
cratie friends. I have always been rather proud of the name,
because I regard it as a token of honor rather than of ridicule,
as it was originally intended, and I am glad to see the Demo-
crats and the country generally coming around to my views on
the question.

No matter how large the revenue may be which is to be de-
rived from this income tax, there are many other perfectly
legitimate ways in which it can and will have to be expended.
I need but point to one of these to make good my assertion—
the Navy. It may be, Mr. Chairman, that the millennium is right
at our door and that the era of everlasting peace between the
nations of the earth is at hand. I permit myself, however, to
entertain some gentle doubts as to this perfect consummation.
At any rate, as the most reliable insurance of peace for our
counfry and against any hostile designs on the part of any for-
eign nation there is no better or more obvious investment than
a navy which shall be in all respects the equal of any other,
excepting always, of course, the navy of Great Britain, For
these reasons and many others which I do not regard as neces-
sary to state I favor the income tax, and, to use a popular
phrase, “ you may go as far as you like” with it, provided always
that you do not thereby destroy the protective system which
enuables American industrial life to hold its own against the
cheaper methods of other nations and which sustains the better
standard of living which differentiates the American wage
earner from his fellow in any other country. Under this pro-
tective system our country has flourished for more than half
a century. I believe, nay, I feel certain, that you can not sub-
vert the principle of protection nor lessen its application with-
out grave danger to the best interests of our people.

Mr. Chairman, this bill earries joy to the heart of every im-
porter in exact proportion to the sorrow and apprehension which
it stirs in the breasts of American manufacturers and wage-
workers. The importer's business will flourish exuberantiy
under its operation, because foreign goods of every kind, now
restrained by the protective tariff, will pour in at every port,
We shall see imports growing in corresponding ratio to the cur-
tailment of domestic production. While the American manufac-
turer and wage earner see their profits and earnings shrinking
day after day the importer will reap the rich harvest which this
bill insures him. Not only the importer is rubbing his hands in
glee at the prospect thus opening up before him, but foreign
manufacturers are already singing peans of joy in view of the
impending breaking down of the tariff barriers which thus far
have kept the American market free from the floods of cheap-
labor produects,

British and German trade journals and the daily press of
both those countries have been fairly shouting the good tidings
to their readers. And let me say right here that even those of
our own newspapers which have been persistent propagandists
of free trade or of a tariff for revenue only have not hesitated
to say, since the provisions of this bill have become known, that
it can not fail to Injure many domestic industries, while some,
as sugar and wool, will be practically destroyed.

There is a strong sentiment—and it is becoming stronger
every day—that we shall have to enact legislation which will
check the influx of immigration, especially of that class whose
inevitable effect is to lower the standard of wages and the
standard of living of the American workingman. This fact is
recognized In nearly every State, and this feeling has found
expression in many a petition to Congress asking for appro-
priate legislation, and numerous bills have been introduced both
here and in the Senate with the view to checking the tide of
undesirable immigrants. Mr. Chairman, there are more ways
than one to kill a dog. Suppose that we were to enact a law
to keep out the kind of immigrants that preeminently get into
destructive competition with our wage earner; what will it
profit those wage earners if we let down the tariff bars so far
that they will have to compete against the products of that
same kind of labor brought from abroad? So far as the effect
upon economic conditions is concerned, the one process is almost
as bad as the other; but if I had to make a choice between the
two evils, I would prefer to take goods manufactured abroad by
cheap labor rather than see the cheap laborer himself im-
ported into this country and by his presence and activity lessen
the opportunities of the American workingman for employment
and for earning the wages he is now accustomed to receive, and
at the same time lower our standard of civilization and patriot-
ism. In its ultimate effect upon economie conditions there is
very little difference between the policy of a low tariff and lax
immigration laws, and I fail to see any consistency in the
action of a Democratic House in passing a drastic anti-immi-
gration law and then tear down the walls that give us protec-
tion from the ruinous competition of the cheap labor of the very
same class of people,

Right here I can not forbear to express my sympathy with
the action of the California Legislature and the attitude of
California’s governor in respect of the tenure of agricnltural
lands by alien Japanese in that State. I want to register my
most positive dissent from the policy of the present administra-
tion on that subject. Almost from the day when Commodore
Perry introduced Japan to the Eknowledge of the ecivilized
world—ecertainly, ever since Japan has taken on the garb of
western civilization—she has been a land-grabber. Japan is
taking a leaf from the colonization book of her good friends,
England and Germany. Like them she has adopted the motto,
“ Wherever you see land, grab it.” Sbe has become an indus-
trious colonizer. Her population is increasing at such a rate
that an outlet must be found for the surplus. Whether it be
the forcible annexation of Korea or the joint occupation with
Russia of Manchuria or the insidious acquisition of land in the
States on our DPacific coast or the flooding of Hawaii with
Japanege, the aim and purpose of every movement is the same—
to wit, to extend Japanese influence, Japanese customs, and
Japanese methods. We would be blind, indeed, if we were to
shut our eyes to.these facts and to the further portentons one
that Japan means to extend her Empire at the cost of any
nation whom she may deem weaker than herself, If Japan
to-day were ready for a combat with the United States, she
would not care the value of a tinker's dam whether she had a
treaty of peace and amity with us or not. I do not think we
ought to let Japan or any other nation bluff ns, and I do
not think the American people will stand for it, either. All this,
of course, is incidental to the general subject of my remurks;

I do not flatter myself with the belief that anything said in
criticism of this bill by anyone on this side of the Housa ox
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on elther side, for that matter, will have the slightest effect
upon its status. I am perfectly well aware that I am now per-
forming a useless funetion, and I should not undertake to per-
form it but for the fact that this bill deals a staggering blow
to the industries of our country. That blow will be felt in my
distriet and in my State as in all others,

Men of thie South, no section of the country will be a g:'e:ltgr
siufferer under this bill in the long run than the Southland. We
are in the transition stage from a purely agricultural to a
large manufacturing community. There is hardly a State
south of the Potomac that is not benefited by protection. When
the people of these States realize that their onward march in
indusirial enterprise is checked as a result of the enactment of
this bill, as I believe it will be, I shall be surprised if many of
those States do not turn to the safe old captain who for so
many years has guided the good ship Prosperity safely through
storms and breakers. When the Republican Party returns to
power, as surely it will, mark my words, it will be because the
electoral votes of some of the Southern States are cast for the
Republican neminee., [Prolonged applause on the Ilepublican
side. ]

Mr. PAYNE. Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gentleman from
New York [Mr. WALLIN].

Mr. WALLIN. Mr. Chairman, it is becoming quite the
fashion nowadays to brand any critic of the tariff bill here
under consideration as an alarmist who seeks to trot out some
sort of a bogie man to frighten the susceptible for politieal
effect or personal gain. While this savors of assertion rather
than of argument, I sincerely trust it will prove true and that
nothing worse or more fatal to the business mterests of the
country .will follow.

It is conceded here that the majority will enact into law sub-
stantially the same bill which is now before this House. The
Democratie platform unguestionably declared for a tariff for
revenue only. That was bad enough, but the majority of the
Ways and Means Committee have gone much further. They
admit that under the reduced duties they propose the revenues
.of the Government will fall more than $70,000.000 below the
sum required to meet expenses and millions below any hope of
a surplus in the Treasury, and that additional goods valued at
two hundred and fifty millions will be imported to this coun-
try. So alarmed were our friends on the other side at the pros-
pect of this result that, it is reported, the President, the Cabinet,
and the radical antitariff Members of the Senate were ealled
into consultation and an 2greement was reached to let the funeral
proceed and to drape the hearse with an income tax, so that
any person whose income happens to reach over $4000 a year
might be doubly punished—first, by losing busine:s, and, second,
by paying for that loss out of his own pocket.

Now, our friends are “ touchy ” over any criticism of their pet
measure and wisgh it understood that they are striving for an
“eflicient competition.” With the enactnent of such a meas-
ure, *‘ efficient” competition will arrive on schedule time, so
efficient that the results of 1893-1896 will be reenacted and the
policy of proper protection for the farmer, the wage earner,
and for our industries will be onee more indorsed and de-
manded by the people at the first opening of the polls there-
after. :

It is a matter of knowledge that foreign manufacturers are
now within our midst arranging for the reception of increased
imports of their goods the day the President signs such a law
as is proposed by this bill. It is known here that these same
foreign manufacturers ave arranging facilities for doubling
and tripling their output, because they are confident of making
tremendous inroads on our market, which Americans, with in-
creased cost of production, can not meet. It is a fact to-day
that one of our great industries, into whose product labor is
the principal factor, and whose product has been placed on the
free list in this bill, is seriously considering the invitation of a
foreign nation to tramsfer its plants across the ocean, where
the labor rate will enable it to continue business, even with
transportation to its American customers paid. It is known
that our manufacturers are retrenching or preparing to re.
trench. This is a sample of the * efficient ” competition we will
enjoy when this bill becomes law.

° However, it is simply my intention to protest, though in but
a feeble way, on behalf of the industries of the district which
‘sent me here. In this protest which I have been commanded to
‘make that vast and important branch, agriculture, is incor-
‘porated, but those better gqualified than I will speak for it. The
first to feel a depressing effect on business is the farmer, and
‘the first to resent such a condition is the man who tills the soil.
‘However, to be specific, the distriet which I represent, outside
‘the farms, is almost entirely dependent upon its manufactories.

L—3

Carpels, rugs, knit goods, gloves, leather, brooms, pearl buttons.
electric works, lumber, silk mills, iron and steel, oils, furniture,
packing houses, and workers in wood are among the chief in-
dustries dependent upon governmental recognition for life and
prosperity. I believe there is no district in the country enjoy-
Ing a greater diversity in the way of manufacturing, and yet,
to an extent they are all interdependent: That which seriously
affects one affects all to a more or less degree. In the four
small cities of my district one hundred million or more dollars
are Invested in manufacturing, with a wage earners' compensa-
tion roll of about twenty-five millions a year, and nearly
50,000 persons actively participating as workers on that list.

The year 1912 was the most profitable ever enjoyed by the
concerns or by the people of that district. Labor was satisfied
and contented with the highest wage ever paid it there. The
output of the factories was the greatest ever known, and the
district turned out one-sixth of all the carpets and rugs made in
this country; practically all the gloves and brooms; contains
the greatest electric manufactory in the United States and one
of the greatest locomotive works; while our knit-goods indus-
tries ranked in product, number of workmen, and percentage of
wages with any in that great center of activity.

The protest which I voice to-day comes from every branch of
this interwoven and enormous fabric of business and financial
construction. Some of the protests, it is true, are more em-
phatie than others. Those of the glove industry are perhaps the
most grave and anxious. This industry is practically confined
to one small county and two small cities. While about $20,-
000,000 is invested there only about six or seven thousand
workmen are dirvectly employed in the factories, as a great per-
centage of the work is done outside in the dwellings and resi-
dences of the people, so that great community is employed and
sustnined by that one indusiry. The reduction of the tariff
by an average of about 15 per cent below that of last year will
be a severe blow from which every manufacturer, no matter
what his political aflilintions may be, agrees he can not recover,
Should their fears be well founded the only income-producing
business of the community will be wiped out by the proposed
“efficient competition ” which will result.

This is but an individual instance of the feeling in a district
where the businesses have dependent upon them not alone
armies of wage earners, but where the welfare and comfort of
every industry, every business house, and every property owner,
every working, self-supporting citizen is interlocked and de-
pendent upon the general prosperity of individual concerns.
Your plan to reduce the high cost of living by closing the indus-
tries, giving the business to foreign countries, and driving our
people back to the farms may accomplish that result, but where
will the farmer find a market for his produce?

Before closing, however, I desire to point out what I believe
is an unintentional misconception of the amount of foreign
imporits which we will be compelled to meet when this bill is
enacted. With most of the schedules here mentioned I am
more or Tess familiar. For instance, the majority of the Ways
and Means Committee, in their handbook of information regard-
ing tariffs and this bill, estimate that the imports of gloves to
the amount of about $8,000,000 in 1912, under an average duty
of 4415 per cent, will reach ounly about $9,000,000 under
their proposed average tariff of 31.77 per cent. I am not
familiar with the grounds on which these estimates were based,
but if those imports do not reach a very much higher sum
it will be a matter of wonderment to those who are supposed
to know whereof they speak.

In the matter of carpets and rugs the discrepancies in the
committee’s estimate of imports, I Dbelieve, are marked and
misleading. Let me mention the fact that with a duty of
064.62 per cent last year the imports of Aubusson, Axminster,
chenille, and moquette carpets was but $65,000. With the duty
in this bill reduced to 35 per cent the estiinate of imports is
but $25,000 additional. These imports will increase, in my
belief, to $500,000 a year. Take, again, the schedule for
Saxony, Wilton, and Tournay carpets. Under the Payne law
in 1912, with a duty of 69.38 per .cent, the imports were but
$23,307. The committee has reduced this duty to 30.per cent,
and increased in its estimate the imports only by $7.000 in
round numbers. With a decrease of more than 50 per cent in
this duty I can see no reason why the imports in this line
alone will not exceed $250,000 per year. The same ratio is
true of the Brussels, Wilton, velvet, and tapestry and ingrain
carpets. :

In tapestry Brussels the estimates of the committee seem to
me to reveal a most glaring inconsistency. In 1912 the tariff
on these carpets was 83.58 per cent. The imports under this
rate were but $225 for that year. In this bill the committee
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has reduced this duty to 20 per cent, and yet, with this remark-
able reduction, estimates that only $4,000 of these goods will
be brought in from abroad. In my opinion the imports of
tapestry DBrussels under a 20 per cent duty will run up to
hundreds of thousands of dollars per year, and possibly into
the millions. Tapesiry Brussels are the most popular in the
American market and are handled by the factories and*dealers
in large quantities.

In the matter of rugs, more or less luxuries, the discrepancy,
to my mind, is even much greater. The reduction in the tariff
rate, it is true, is not so great—from 58.10 per cent in the
Payne bill fo 50 per cent in this bill—but these goods are high
in price and the 8 per cent reduction in the duty will make a
marked difference in shipments. In 1912, $3,500,000 worth of
these rugs were brought in to take the place of those of Ameri-
can manufacture and purchased by the wealthy, and yet the
committee believes, with its reduction in the duty, the importa-
tions will not exceed four millions. From what I know of con-
ditions, I assert that if these imports are kept down to $6,000,000
per year under the proposed tariff rate we may be thankful.

However, if the estimated imports on the other schedules of
this bill are as faulty as those to which I have referred, the
hope of retaining a home market for home manufactures will
fast disappear; the boast of the highest paid labor in the world
will be a thing of the past.

That these protests will fall on nnheeding ears, I am certain.
That they will avail nothing in this mad rush to carry out a
theory once tried and found wanting, but demanded in a plat-
form indorsed at the polls by a minority of the voters of the
country, is practically certain, but one whose home folks are
so vitally interested in this matter would be derelict to his duty
and to his principles did he not in some way strive to record
these warnings publicly and at the fountainhead.

I thank you for your attention. [Applause.]

Mr. PAYNE. Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gentleman from
Michigan [Mr. J. M. C. Saara].

My, J. M. C. SMITH. Mr. Chairman, it ro.ld be impossible

_at this time of night with such a short time allotted to me to
make any extended remarks upon this important subject, but
I am equally well aware that if I had a longer time anything
I might say would not change this bill in any particular. We
are told that no amendments will be permitted and that it is
fully determined that the bill shall pass this House in the man-
ner in which it was reported by the Ways and Means Committee,
This leaves no opportunity for any Member to procure an amend-
ment or to comply with the requests of his constituents who
want it changed.

I was very much interested in what gentlemen on both sides
have said during the day. Some of it I agree with and much
of it I can not agree with. I favor the income tax, but no one
can vote for it separately or without voting for the whole bill
I can not believe when I read the history of this country that
it will prosper under free trade or tariff for revenue only,
which is the same thing. I have heard gentlemen here say to-
day that they do not know what effect the passage of this bill
will have upon the industry or the prosperity of this country.
I wondered, then, to myself why it is, when we consider the
present conditions, that we should take this leap in’» the dark,
not knowing whether it is going to preserve the splendid condi-
tions that we have to-day and that exist throughout the country.

Abraham Lincoln was a protectionist, and if he was right at
that time the principles of protection are right to-day. The
great Republican leaders of this country have been protection-
ists, and our country has gone c¢n in this magnificent prosperity
under protection within the past decade from $115,000,000,000
to the fabulous wealth of $150,000,000,000.

Now, where is the necessity for a change in our fiscal condi-
tion? We can not hope that our condition will be better, nor is
it expected that we will reap greater prosperity. We are told
that it is done for the purpose of fulfilling a promise and party
piedges, if you please. But the Democratic Party did not
receive a majority of the popular vote at the last election.
More votes were cast for the principle of protection than for
free trade or a tariff for revenue only.

Now, there are many phases and features of this bill which
work a great injustice. They say it will not affect any legiti-
mate industry. I would ask any reasonable man to turn back
to the times and conditions of the former bill for a tariff for
revenue only and compare the times then with the prosperous
times of the present.

I am not ready to admit that the making of a tariff bill is a
simple matter where equity and exact justice is to be done to all
classes concerned. I am wiliing to admit that if we adopt the
rule followed in this case where we act blindifolded, or where

we only compute the revenue necessary to run the Government
and estimate the imports, that it is not a difficult matter,
That is the basis of a tariff for revenue only, and it is not
difficult if each one dollar of imports bears the same rate of
duty that every other dollar of imporis bears. But that is not
equity. That is not justice, because some articles should pay
more duty than others, and the only way fo levy a duty for
reyenue only is upon articles we do not manufacture or nroduce
in this country. If the duty gives incidental protection or adds
to the cost of an article, it is to that extent a protective tariff and
not considered in the make-up of this bill. Such a tariff as is
contemplated by the proposed measure ought to be levied upon
articles we do not manufacture or produce in this country.

Mr. Chairman, I can not support the pending mes sure, for the
reason that I do not find in its provisions any encouragement
for the industries of our country. It is a direct blow at our
agriculture, which is the greatest of all our industries ani which
brings more happiness and prosperity to a larger number of
people than any other industry. There s no need for the as-
sault upon the American farmer that is made in this bill by
putting nearly all of his products upon the free list or at a
very low rate of duty and compelling him to compete with the
agricultural products of foreign countries.

Foreigners do not defend our flag; foreigners do not build our
schoolhouses and our churches; foreign nations do not build our
highways nor do they seek to promote our national welfare.
They would prefer to promote our national downfall. This
tariff bill is unjustly discriminatory. It permits other countries
to levy duty on our products, while they can import their like
products without paying duty into our conntry. It places a duty
on the raw material, while it allows the finished product to
come in free. Meat and flour are imported free of duty into
this country, while eattle, sheep, wheat, rye, and oats pay a
duty. Live stock and grain must be manufactured into meat
and flour, and it is inconsistent to charge a duty upon the raw
material while permitting the manufactured produet to come in
free. If you wish to help the American workman and the
manufacturer, put a duty upon the manufactured article,

We are engaged in the duty of enacting the economie law of
our country which shall control under the Democratic adminis-
tration now in power. This bill has been assailed by some of the
greatest economists of our country as being drastic. No more
important legislation will be considered than that relating to the
tariff. It forms the dividing line between the two great politi-
cal parties. It affects the manufacturer, agriculture, and com-
merce of the Republic to a greater extent than any other
measure that will be considered. It is of vital interest to the
laboring classes. Labor and agriculture are the foundation and
source of all our prosperity.” Thomag Jefferson gave special
prominence to agriculture and commerce in his first inaugural
address. For the vantage ground of national prosperity we are
competing in the make-up of the world's progress with all na-
tions of the earth, and in the conduct of affairs for national
supremacy in trade and uplift I concede that all of us, of what-
ever political faith, have only the best interests of our country
at heart, and whatever differences of opinion exist between us
are based upon honest convictions.

I, for one, do not believe that the welfare of our country is
best subserved by ihe tarilf becoming or remaining a party
measure or that the tariff should be made the test of party
success or party reverses,

During our national existence many tariff bills have been
enacted into law., We have had high protection, low protection,
and so-called tariff for revenue only. Truly out of all this expe-
rience in framing tariff legislation the burden should be lighter
and the pathway plainer in arriving at what is best for our coun-
try and all the people. The appointment of a nonpartisan tariff
board chosen by the President and confirmed by the Senate is
demanded by the people. This commission ought not to fix rates,
but furnish basie information upon the relative conditions of all
trade, foreign and domestic, and the relative effect upon our
industries and commerce in imposing, changing, or altering the
tariff rates and duties. Everyone admits that we are a happy,
prosperous Nation; that as a Nation we are so far ahead of all
others as regards the prosperity of all to admit of no compari-
son. I give due credit to our Democratic friends on the other
gide for their personal part in aiding that prosperity; but you
must admit that we have attained this exalted national su-
premacy under a protective tariff, and that there is no free irade
period or tariff for revenue ounly period known to such pros-
perity. The exact reverse is true. I want to give one concrete
example. Under the last year of the Wilson-Gorman free trade
tariff for revenue only bill in the fiseal year of 1897, and before
the Dingley bill took effect, there was imported into this coun-
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try more wool than during any prior year or any year since the
fiscal year of 1897. The older Members of this House know of
their own knowledge that good sheep sold for 75 cents a head
during those times of adversity. In the fiscal year of 1897
350,000,000 pounds of wool were imported into this country
under the free wool tariff, while the greatest number of pounds
of wool imported in any one year prior to the passage of the
Wilson-Gorman bill was. 172,000,000 pounds in 1892, and the
most wool imported in any one fiscal year since 1807 was
266,000,000 pounds in 1908 ; and this is true notwithstanding the
fact that we have increased in population more than 25 per
cent since 1897.

No one will dispute that where the (duty is excessive or where
rates are levied in excess of fair competition and reasonable rates
they are too high. Rates are too high when the law will permit
the manufacturer or producer to charge an unreasonable price
for his product. In such cases it should be lowered. But no bill
should indiseriminately make an unwarranted assault upon the
industries of our country so that our manufacturer can not
pay his labor American wages or compete with his foreign
competitor, who pays much less for his labor than is paid in
this country.

Much has been said about the efficiency of the American work-
man. The efficiency of the American workman is not ques-
tioned. He is the superior artisan of all the workmen of the
world, but that he should be compelled to do twice the work
of a foreign workman in a day’s time or in the same number
of hours in order that the American manufacturer can compete
ic the markets of the world with foreign manufacturers is
exacting too great a toll on human efforts and is expecting too
much from the laborer. Any economic law which has for its
basis the principle that the American laborer does or ought to
do as much again in a day’s time or any other given time as the
foreign laborer is wrong in theory and in fact. A laborer should
only be required to do a day's work, and for it should be paid
a reasonable wage. The wage should be one which will sup-
port himself and family, educate his children, and admit of an
assured competency to provide against want in old age.

It is claimed that under this bill our imports will be inereased
$241,000,000. How can you claim that by increasing the
‘impertation of farm products you will benefit agriculture?
How can you claim that by increasing the importation of manu-
factured goods you can benefit the American manufacturer? Or
how can you elaim by importing manufactured articles you can
increase the demand for or the wages of American labor?

Why is it that wages are low in protected Italy and Germany
while they are high in protected America? The proof of the
pudding is in the eating. The fact exists, Wages in Italy are
only one-third of what the wages are in Ameriea, while wages
in Germany are about one-half in like trades and occupations.
This is the result of their thick population. In Italy the popu-
lation is 300 to the square mile, and in Germany il is the same.
In America the population is only 30 to the square mile. In
Italy and Germany there is not suflicient work for their people
to do. In America thera is good, profitable, dignified labor for
all at good wages.

Why the demand for this drastic freedrade measure? The
claim is made that it is to reduce the high cost of living. It is
also claimed that it is to carry out the mandate of the people
and fulfill the party pledge. One of the purposes, as stated in
the bill, is to reduce tariff duties, and if enacted into law it will
certainly do that. Buot why reduce the tariff so much that it
will destroy the industries of our country or depress agriculture?
No one wants that to be done, and no explanation is offered to

- ghow that the passage of this bill will not have this effect.
Foreign nations are hailing the passage of this bill and its en-
actment into law with delight. Why, you may ask? Because
it will provide a rich market for a quarter of a billion of their
products of field and shop.

Buy in the cheapest market and sell in the dearest market is
an old Democratic slogan. There is no cheap market anywhere
when you have nothing with which to buy. Without money
with which to buy everything is dear. The best market in the
world is the American market, and it should be preserved for
the American people against all comers, to lend happiness and
prosperity to their eternal welfare. You say it will bring down
the high cost of living? I find that the cost of agricultural
products is 25 per cent cheaper this year than last. 1 notice by
an artiele in one of the loecal papers of my district that the
price of kraut does not pay for cutting the eabbage, and onions
can find no market. Potatoes are 25 cents a bushel, wheat 90,
hay $10, and I am constrained to inquire whether in this bill
the farmer is to be made the goat? You have reduced the tariff
on his products one-half or put them on the free list.

3 ’ Propesad new tarif rat
Articles. Presant rate of daty. sntder Unaarwdod bl
-| 80.25 per bushel
.| $0.15 per bushel
+| $0.30 per bushel
-| 80.45 per bushel
10 per cent ad valorem
$0.40 per bus
$0.25 per bushel. .
.| €0.15 per bushel
.| §4 per ton..........
.| $1.50 per ton. .
.| £0.06 per pound
: gg per domnd
.| $0.06 per pound..
-| 80.02 per pound
$27.50 per hea £
£30 worth $150. 3
£1.50 per a: 10 per cent ad valorem.
.| £0.11 per pound Free list,
.| $1.50 per head............. Do.
2 g'g‘;l;m bushn{d gg.
.| $0.015 per pound. ... A
25 Do.
.| 80 Do.
$0. Do.
25 Do.
s1 ig Do.
t £0.25 per hundredweight. . Do.

This is significant when we see by your report that in 1912
there was imported into this country of these farm products
the following quantities: .

Imported in the fiscal year of 1912,

Wheate oo —---bushels_- 2, 68
Oats_____ 2

Barley
Beans
Onions_____
Potatoes ——__
Hay___
BIhar == 12 f o o D o e ST e A GO,
Cream

Cheese
Cattle
Wool

Ments

These importations will be greatly increased in quantity under
this bill.

The importance of agricilture can not be overestimated.
Farming is seeing the dawn of scientific treatment more clearly
than heretofore. New methods of culture are being studied.
The exodus to the city is being discouraged. Is all the effort
to make farming more profitable and country life more desir-
able to be arrested by the hands of the lawmakers of our coun-
try? Is the hand of the hushbandman to be stayed and the great-
est of all industries retarded, the value of farm holdings di-
minished, and the profit of his toil swept away? We are at a
loss to know of any good reason why this should be done. The
Ways and Means Committee have not furnished one. When it
becomes a law and the people see and feel its effects, you will
abandon search for a reason and vainly seek for an excuse.

Mr. PAYNE. Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gentleman from
Nebraska [Mr, Barrox].

Mr. BARTON. Mr. Chairman, in the five minutes yielded
to me by Mr. PAYNE I can not argue the question of tariff.
I can only enter my protest against the bill.

I came to this session prepared to vote on any tariff bill
wherein the revision was downward and based on a scientific
investigation that would give protection to the industries and
laborers of this country against the invasion of cheap foreign
labor and industries. This bill, in my judgment, is simply a
malkeshift, based solely on the judgment of a few inexperienced
men and not given proper consideration by the representatives
of the people in Congress. The Democratic Representatives in
caucus were told what to do and did it. 'This is proven by the
comparatively few changes from the original draft. I am dis-
appointed and surprised that new Democratic Members, com-
ing here fresh from the people, did not break the rule of
“ Cannonism.” That rule is justified by your leaders in saying,
“ Republicans did i1." Does that make it right? You gave the
bill, in closed cawcus, about three weeks' consideration. You
will force the House of Representatives to approve it in five
days. Is that fair in considering a bill of this importance?

Your whole bill is class legislation, written for the food con-
sumers without one thought for the food producers. Is it be-
cause the congested centers you represent are food consumers?
Why did you not remove the duty on rice? Is it because the
rice is raised in the South and you believe just that much in
a protective tariff? Why did you not put coiton products on
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the free list? Could not you raise your revenue on agricullural
products? Have the food producers—the farmers and stock-
men—of this country received more than their share of the
present prosperity? You strike such a keen ax at the root
of the agricultural tree, and you will see the tree wither and
the leaves fall. ;

1 do not need to pile up statistics mountain high to prove
that the Amervican producers of cereals, hay, and meats are
placed at a disadvantage when brought into open competition
with the wheat growers of Argentina, the herders of Drazil,
and the farmers of Australia and Canada. Not because our
clim:te is not as favorable, not because our farmer is lacking
in enterprize or integrity, not beecause he is not favored by
industrial inventions, but his handicap is the thing of which
we boast—higher land values, higher wage secale, better methods
of living. These factors enter into the cost of production.

In every speech I have heard from the opposite side I hear
the plea for the reduction in the cost of living. What matters
it % youn If the price of foodstuff and clothing is cut in half
and you hgrve not the wherewith to purchase itf [Applause.]
You could feduce the cost of living by importing “ coolie labor
to this country in competition with our sturdy farmers and
diligent laboring men, but would you advocate it?

Are you prepared to fell the American farm hand, who to-day
has the right to hope that he will become a farmer in his own
right, that his wages must be cut to the basis of the Argentinian
laborer at $10 to $12 per month, or the Brazilian tiller at from
$12 to $14, or the Chilean at from $8 to $10? Are you pre-
pared to promise the farmer tlat the railway transportation
rates from the West will be reduced to the point where he can
meet the water competition of his foreign rivals? [Applause.]

I am not pleading for the protection of an “ infant industry ™
in the nature of the small farm, but I am urging that the man
on that farm be not reduced to a condition of poverty. It has
been the proudest boast of this Nation since the establishment
of its independence that poverty and servility are not heredi-
tary; that because a man's father and his grandfather and
counfless generations before him have been dependent tenants
that his lot must remain the same. It is the spirit of the free-
holder that we as a Nation have tried to engender in the hearts
of every native-born American and of every foreigner who has
come to our shores and become a part of our national life. [Ap-
plause.] But can this spirit continue to thrive if we eripple it
by unfair and unworthy competition?

Consider this bill schedule by schedule and I will vote with
you on every point that I consider fair and just to the people I
represent, 1 believe in an income tax, but not in all of the
provisions incorporated in this bill. You force me by present-
ing this bill as a unit—as you did the sundry civil bill—to vote
against provigions I favor in order that I may protect my dis-
trict from the unjust provisions it contains., Is this Democratic?
Is this fair?

The bill as a whole is unjust to my people. The farmer, the
beet raiser, the woolgrower, have been made the “goats™ in
this tariff bill, and a goat is a disagreeable factor when
molested. You have challenged him to combat and the future
will prove to you his staying qualities. [Applause.]

Mr. PAYNE. Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gentleman from
Pennsylvanin [Mr. Kremer]. -«

COXDEMY METHODS USED IN THE PREPARATION OF THE BILL.

Alry, KREIDER. Mr. Chairman, tariff legislation, and espe-
cially when it is of such a sweeping character as that proposed
by House bill 3321, should be carefnlly considered, and ample
time should be allowed for a free and open discussion before
the entire House. This bill has been prepared by our Demo-
cratie friends in =ecret caucus and is now presented in its
completed form with the distinet understanding and determina-
tion of our friends on the other side of the House that it shall
pass iu its present form.

DENIED A VOICE IN LEGISLATION,

Many of us are new Members, and for the first time sit in
this House representing constiluencies that are vitally inter-
ested and affected by the provisions of this bill; and whether
we are old or new Members, unless we have been elected on the
Democratic ticket, have not had and will not have a practical
voice in this proposed legislation. This bill has been prepared
by a mere handful of men who have either no practical
knowledge of business conditions or by training and interests
are impelled to look only on one side of the question,

DO XOT REPFRESEXT A MAJORITY OF THE PEOFLE.

These men seem to fthink that because they are in the ma-
jority in this House that they, and they alone, are commis-
sioned to draft this legislation. Let me remind them, in all
kindness, that they do not represent the majority of the people

of this country, neither did they receive a majority of all the
votes cast at the last election; therefore the “ free-trade” or
“ tariff-for-revenue-only " policy of the Democratic Party was
net approved by a majority of the electors of this country,
and, even bhad they been, the methods adopted in the framing
of this bill would not be justified. No method can be approved
by the American people that does not give all the representa-
tives of all the people a voice in legislation that affects every
¢itizen of the United States.
DEMOCRATIC PLEDGES.

Let me call your attentiod to the pledge given by the Demo-
cratic Party to the American people in their platform. As to
the right of the people to rule, their platform says:

We direct the people’s atfention to the fact that the Demoecratic
Party's demand for a return to the rule of the people, expressed in the
national platform four years ago, has now become the accepted doctrine
of a large majority of the eiectors. We again remind the ple that
only by a larger exercise of the reserve power of the people ecam they
protect themselves from the misuse of delegated power—

and so forth.

Has the course pursued by our Democratic friends been in
accordance with their platform pledge? Has not this very
method been condemned by them; or do they consider their
action a fulfillment of their pledge when a majority of the
pecple are denied a voice in this all-important bill? Again let
me quote from the Democratic platform. It says:

Our pledges are made to be kept when in office, as well as relied upon
during the campaign, and we invite the cooperation of all eltizens, re-
gardless of party, who believe in maintaining uoimpaired the institu-
tions and traditions of our country.

Is this a keeping of their pledge when in office? It was no
doubt relied upon during the campaign by the voter.

PROVISIOXS OF THE BILL.

Now, as to the provisions of this biil: It is almost inconceiv-
able that the American Congress should be asked to pass a bill
drafted by Members of this Honse who deliberately choose to
favor foreign industries and foreign workingmen rather than
American. If this bill is passed as it is written then our indus-
tries ecan only prosper when they are located in foreign coun-
tries beyond the seas.

TARIFF AX ECONOMIC QUESTION,

It is extremely unfortunate that this whole tariff legislation
can not, and is not, considered from an economic instead of a
political standpeint; it is an economie question and not a politi-
cal one. 8o long as it is considered from a political standpoint
just so long will the political club be used to drive men in line
and tie them body and soul by the political eaucus to support
the measure, regardless of its true merits or the consequences it
may have upon the interests of any Member’s constituents or
the country as a whole. The American people will never forget
the sincere effort and honesty of purpose of the Republican
Party to sever this question from politics. It was a Republican
President who first proposed a nonpartisan tariffl commission,
and at a time when all branches of the Government were in
control of the Republican Party. for the express purpose of
obtaining information that wonld enable Congress to write a
tariff bill that would be just and equitable to a majority of the
people of this country.

PROSIERITY.

During the last 50 years this country has bad an era of in-
ternal development, of internal growth and prosperity, that no
onz had dreamed of, and one that has never been equaled by any
country at any time anywhere. It has not only attracted the
attention but commanded the respect and admiration of the en-
tire civilized world.

MERITE OF PROTECTIVE TARIFF.

It is an undisputed fact that during this era of prosperity
there was a protective tariff in force, and it has been the ex.
perience of this couutry that whenever that tarifl was replaced
by a so-called “tariff for revenue only " we paid tlie penalty by
dirastrons and ruincus panics, What we waunt to do is avoid a
repetition of these conditions.

HAYE RIGHT TO EXPECT BETTER BILL.

I am not opposing the passage of this bill because it is g
Democratic measore, I am opposed to it because of its vicions
provisions. We have a perfeet right to expeet and even demand
from our Democratie friends a bill more in harmony with the
interests of the country, and especially with the interests of the
farmers and workingmen. As a justification of this statement,
let me call your attention again to the Democratic platform,
and remember you stated that wyour pledges were to be kept
when in office, as well as relied upon during the campaign. It
SAyS:

y“‘e ngnlxe that our system of tarlff taxation is intimately con-
nected with the busin of the country, and we favor the ultimate

attainment of the principles we advocate by legislation that will not
injure or destroy legitlmate business,
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This is all we ask. We want no other. The Republican
Party and the members of the Republican Party recognize and
acknowledge the fact that the Payne bill was mot a perfect
measure, nor was auny previous tariff bill perfect, neither did
nor do we expect a perfect bill from our Democratic friends. We
recognize the fact that the time allofted to the Ways and
Means Committee and to Congress is entirely too short to prop-
erly investigate each item in each schedule in this entire bill,
and especially in the absence of impartial technical knowledge,
such as would and shuuld te furnished by the tariff commis-
sion; but we have a right to expect a bill in accordance with
the pledge of the Lemocratic platform that will not injure or
destroy legitimate business, and we also have a right to have a
consistent bill. This bill is not only vicious but inconsistent.

INCONSISTENCIES OF BILL.

When yon present a bill that provides for a tariff of 10 cents
per bushel on wheat, and then put flour and bran, the products
of wheat, on the free list; put a tariff of 10 cents per bushel on
rye, and then put rye flour on the free list; put a tariff of 10
per cent ad valorem on caftle and sheep, and all other live
animals not especially provided for, and then put wool and beef,
veal, mutton, lamb, and pork on the free list, it is not consistent,
and the Democrats knew it was inconsistent when they pre-
sented it.

UXFAIR AND UNAMERICAN,

A bill that places manufactured articles, in which a consider-
able portion of their value is Inbor, on the free list is absolutely
unfair to the American manufacturer and wage earner, and I
submit to you that any legislution that does not take iuto con-
sideration the interest of our wage earners is un-American and
not worthy of serious consideration. Any tariff bill that does
not provide a duty equal to the difference in cost of production
between here and abroad can not and does not protect American
labor.

COMPETITIVE BASIS.

We are told that it is the policy of our Democratic friends
to put all lines of manufacture on a competitive basis with for-
eign countries; that is to say, that a certain proportion of the
articles we use shall be lmported and the duty on each article
should be determined and regulated by the volume of importa-
tions of that article, and in this way maintain a competitive
basis in all lines of trade. If the volume of importations in-
erenses beyond a certain point, raise the duty; if they fall below
a certain point, then lower the dufy, and in this way protect
the American public from overcharges and monopolistic greed
on all articles. This is to be their cure-all for all tariff legis-
lation.

WILL XOT BRING RESULTS. :

The intention is good—we are all emphatically opposed to
overcharges and monopolies or special interests—but, Mr. Chair-
man, I submit to you that this proposition will not bring about
the desired result, because it is fundamentally wrong and can
not bring satisfactory results. It places a penalty on thrift,
economy, honesty. and ability, and puts a reward or premium
on waste, incompetency, and dishonesty; for instance, should
there be a trust or combination manufacturing a line of goods
having agreed-upon prices, selling the goods to the public at a
high price, the importation would naturally be large, because
the high price charged will permit importation by the foreign
trade; then that line is on a competitive basis, according to
the Democratic doctrine, and the duty may be retained, not-
withstanding the fact that there never was free and open com-
petition, economy in manufiacture never being necessary or
practiced. On the other hand, in other lines of manufacture
where the most fierce, free, and open competition has pre-
vailed for years, compelling the greatest possible economy in
the minutest details of mannfacture, as well as in the marketing
of the goods, resulting in the placing of the goods on the Amer-
ican market at so low a price as to practieally prohibit impor-
tation, then the duty on such lines of goods must be reduced or
put on the free list, thereby penalizing the industry for not
forming a combination and raising the price so as to allow a
proper amount of goods to be imported.

SELLIXG PRICE AND COST,

The selling price on all articles is regzulated by the cost, and
ihe price of labor is just as positive an item of cost as is mate-
rinl. Cost of material—that is, raw material—is abont the same
in all countries, but there is a vast difference in labomcost in
different countries; therefore the tariff duties should be based
on the difference in lubor cost on each manufactured article
instead of volume of imports. If this is done, then and then
only will we accomplish the purpose we are striving for and
desire to accomplish.

I might incidentally refer to the boot and shoe industry of
this country, because I am Intimately acguainted with it, which

is one of the largest industries in the ccuntry, having an in-
vested capital of between $200,000,000 and §300,000.000 and em-
ploying hundreds of thousands of workers and paying millions
of dollars to their help each year. According to census reports
the volume of business of the boot and shoe manufacturers, in-
cluding cut stock and findings, in 1909 amounted to over
$512.000,000—to be exact, $512,797,042—as compared with
$857.688,160 for 1904, showing an increase of over $157.000.000
in five years—over $31,00(,000 each year—so that the estimated
volume of business for 1612 is over $615.000,000. It is a larger
industry than either the wool or sugar indusiry, and yet it has
received practically no consideration. The shoe manufacturers
appeared before the Ways and Means Committee and stated
their position, and explained that in order to save the industry
and protect the workmen from cheap foreign competition it was
essentinl—and made the modest request—that the small duty
of 10 per cent on boots and shoes shounld be retained. But they
find them on the free list in this bill. This industry and the
men engaged in the shoe factories must be penalized and pun-
ished because the manufacturers placed the price of shoes so
low and have supplied the American people with such good foot-
wear that even with the nominal duty of 1L per cent they have
made it impossible for foreign manufacturers to gain a foothold
in the American markets. They have done more; they have
even invaded the foreign markets and committed the ‘*unpar-
donable sin* of shipping shoes of certain grades to foreign
countries, even to the extent of $16.000,000; so, of course. off
goes the measly 10 per cent duty and shoes go on the free list,
and the American market is invited to become the dumping
grounds for all grades of shoes, the product of the pauper labor
of all foreign countries. and the American workingman is put
in direct and open competition with the lowest of the underpaid
foreign workmen.

Here is a great and most important industry pleading for a
duty that will protect the cost of labor, and labor enly. The
competition has been fierce, free, and open; it has caused the
grentest possible economy to be practiced in the minutest detail
of manufacture. The competition has forced the reduction of
profits to the point where only the fittest have been able to sur-
vive, and now with unfair, unequal competition of foreign-made
goods, with a labor cost that is only a fraction of the American
cost, it remains for the American manufacturer to either turn
over the business to his foreign competitor, reduce the wages
so that he may be in a position to compete and retain his
market, or remove his factory to foreign land, which no doubt
many will do. They are told that because the importation of
shoes isso small the trade isnot on a competitive basis, and for
this reason shoes are placed on the free list, plainly penalizing
all connected with the industry for thrift and economy.

ARTIFICIAL VALUE.

Again we are fold that the objection to a duty on any article
equalizing the cost of labor between here and abroad is that it
creates an artificial value, which is a direct tax on the con-
sumer, which he should not pay. This is to say that American
lebor is on an artificial basis, and that we are paying an artificial
price for it, directly the result of the protective tariff. There
is no question but what this bill will reduce the price of labor,
but where shall we find the standard or real valoe of labor?
Shall we accept the English scale as the real or true standard,
which is about one-half of the American price, or shall we go to
contizental Europe, where it is still less, or go to India—Cal-
cutta, for instance—where an able-bodied man receives from
S to 15 cents per day. Do we realize that the standard of living
always follows the wage scale; in fact, the standard of living is
just what the wage secale permits it to be. No one on either
gide of this House desires to do an injustice to labor, but this
bill utterly disregards and ignores the wage earner. There are
millions upon millions of wage earners in our factories, in our
mills, in our mines, on our farms, everywhere, whose welfare,
happiness, and earning power will be impaired. They ean not
and must not be ignored.

They are the all-important factor in our national life. They
are the great consuming public. They are the great purchusing
power of the Nation, and it is only when the wage earuer has
steady employment at a fair wage that this Nation can and
does prosper. The moment that you interfere with their earn-
ing power you strike at the very root of national prosperity.

The distinguished gentleman from Alabama, chairman of the
Ways and Means Committee, very kindly referred to the labor
unions in his splendid opening address, and gave credit to the
unions for the present scale of wages paid iu this country, but
at the same time he presented a bill that entirely ignores them™
and will ntterly destroy the wage scale now established and in
force. The distingnished gentleman told us that this bill is
drawn with a view of putting all lines of produetion and manu-
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facture on a competitive basis and encourage importations to
the end that the cost to the consumer may be lessened; but does
not the gentleman realize that with every manufactured article
imported into this country comes with it a certain amount of
foreign labor? Not only that, but just that much less American
labor will be needed. And does he not realize that if any con-
siderable quantity of manufactured goods are imported there
will be a surplus of American labor?

The American labor market will be glutted and result in a
lowering of wages.

The wage earner has his labor to sell; it is his stock in trade,
and is in no way different from any other market. If labor is
scarce, as it has been for some years, it commands and sells at
o good price, but if there is a surplus of labor it must be sold at
what it will bring, and bear in mind that it must be sold. The
family must live, and when he is compelled to sell it in free
and open competition with the foreign market, can he hope to
get more than the market price?

Again I shall quote from the Democratic platform. It says:
. American wages are established by eompetitive conditions and not by
the tariff.

True, the tariff does not establish the wages, but it does estab-
lish the condition, and the condition, or perhaps better, the
demand, establishes the wages. The only excuse offered for
refusing to protect labor by equalizing the cost of production
is that it is so difficult or not possible to ascertain the labor
cost. This is all a mistake. As a matter of fact, the labor cost
is no more difficult to obtain than cost of material or selling
cost, or any other item, and is known and readily available
down to the minutest detail. If there be first a willing mind
the rest is easy.

Iu conclusion. The purpose and object of the distinguished
gentlemen who wrote this bill was no doubt to legislate in favor
of the consuming public, but who is it that will really benefit if
this bill is passed?

The farmers and stock raisers can not, because their products
are on the free list, or nearly so.

The manufacturers can not, because their products are on the
free list or protected by an insufficient duty.

The millions upon millions of wage earners can not, because
their products must be sold in the open market with foreign
competition.

The class that will benefit are the indolent and idle rich; their
business will not be affected. *“ They toil not, neither do they
spin,” so they have nothing at stake. [Loud applause.]

Mr. PAYNE. Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gentleman from
West Virginia [Mr. Moss],

Mr, MOSS of West Virginia. Mr. Chairman, it may be with
excasable timidity that I arise in this Hall in the presence of so
many distinguished and learned men who have made the sub-
jeet of tariff a lifelong study. The people, however, of West
Virginia whom I represent, are so vitally interested and will
be so seriously affected by the passage by the Democrats of
this Congress of the tariff bill, as now framed by them, that my
duty impels me at least to remonstrate and protest against the
injustice which will be inflicted upon my constituents. The
great State of West Virginia, with its untold resources, its vast
natural wealth, its varied industries, and its intelligent people,
never gave consent to a reckless attack by the Democratie
Party upon the industries of this Nation; but, on the contrary,
by the election of four Republican Congressmen, elected by the
aid of the Progressives of West Virginia, that great State an-
nounced in no uncertain terms that it preferred to live and
thrive under the peace and prosperity of protective ndministra-
tion. But the misfortune of a divided party in the Nation gave
technical victory to the Democracy, and though the majority of
our Nation's voters registered their adherence to the great doc-
trine of protection, as enunciated in both the Republican and
Progressive platforms, yet Democracy, though indorsed by a
mere minority, feels ealled upon once more to throw this great
Nation into the uncertainty, the fear, and the demoralization
resulting from tariff agitation.

I stand upon the American doctrine of protection and the
creation of a tariff commission, both of which are important
planks of the Republican and Progressive platforms. In one
sense the tariff question is and always will be political, for the
Republican Party has always stood for protection to American
industry, American labor, and American homes. The Demo-
cratic Party has always opposed it. And incidental to this
doctrine we have always believed it proper, speaking generally,
to levy duties upon articles or produets which we produce in
this country rather than upon those imported from other coun-
tries which we do not produce. The Democratic doctrine, with
some modifications from time to time, has been that the object
of tariff is to raise revenue without any fixed policy as to the

manner in which that revenue should be raised. This means
that that party advocates a hit or miss tariff policy, and when
in power is more prone to remove the duty from articles coming
from abroad which are also produced in this country than they
are upon articles not so produced here—the very doctrine which
has resulted every time it was tried in bringing disaster to the
people of this country.

In another sense the tariff question is not a political question.
When it comes to fixing the proper amount of tariff rates, that
is the work of a statistician and not a politician. We favor a
nonpartisan tariff commission composed of men of the highest
character, stability, and learning appointed by the President,
with the advice and consent of the Senate, to enter upon a
searching inquiry, both here and abroad, as to the comparative
cost of production here and there, and other conditions sur-
rounding the question, and then to lay this information before
the Cougress so it can intelligently act upon this important
problem. The Democratic Party, however, have just proven by
the drafting of this tariff bill that they are in favor of ap-
proaching this important guestion by guesswork and not by
scientific methods, and the bill which has been introduced by
the majority leader, Mr. Uxperwoop, and which the Democratic
President has ordered his party to pass, is a juxtaposition of
inconsistent and irreconcilable tariff patchwork, and it is so
presented to us that we must vote for all or none of it—we
must swallow the whole dose, good and bad, mostly bad, or
else reject it all. For one, I shall not partake.

In the first place, the Democratic tariff bill was not framed
after a full and fair hearing. Men who represented the farmer,
men who represented labor, men who represented capital em-
ployed in vast manufacturing industries of this country, were
denied even the right to be heard. A tariff bill involving hun-
dreds of articles and products was framed in a few weeks
behind closed doors and backed by orders from the Executive
Mansion. While Federal patronage is being withheld until
Congressmen shall obey the commands of the President, this
mass of heterogeneous elements, dignified by the name of a
tariff bill, is introduced in the House of Representatives of the
United States by the leader of the party, and will be pushed
through the House after only five days of debate. Is it true
that our friends on the other side are possessed of such superior
intellect and so much kKeener perception than the average states-
man ever claims to possess that they can frame tariff bills
offhand and secure the peace and prosperity of this country by
their passage?

It does seem superfluous, after a century of tariff experience,
to argue that free trade, or any approach to free trande, is
disastrous to this country. Every time it has been tried we
have had desolation and distress. Every time a truly protective-
tariff law has been enacted it has been followed by unexampled
prosperity, and yet our friends on the other side, in order to
again test the theories which they profess to love so well, are
ready to turn their backs upon the light of experience and
again grope in the dark night of experiment. And the Amer-
ican people must pay the penalty.

Perhaps it is the way of Providence. The great Repub-
lican Party has been split in twain by internal dissension.
Lincoln, Blaine, McKinley, Grant, and Garfield, and all ihe
other great and ilinstrious names possessed by that party
that have adorned the pages of history, were forgotten, and,
with open eyes, that party walked over the precipice of defeat
in the year 1912, What will bring unity? What will bring
back its pristine strength? What will induce the partisans of
men to put principle above personality? I prediet, my friends,
that the great moving eause that will unify that great party
and make these men forget their feuds and faetions when con-
fronted by .the call of their country's good will be the dire
result of the passage of the Underwood bill, which will follow
as surely as the darkness of night follows the splendor of day.
Back there in the hills and valleys of my own great State of
West Virginia there still remains some of that bitterness and
animosity which the division of our party last year engendered;
but if those men could only be here now and could behold this
blind and reckless band of Democracy stamping out the Ameri-
can doctrine of protection, opening wide the door to the competi-
tion of pauper labor, and deliberately plunging this country into
financial and economic depression, all to earry out a pet theory
of their own—if they could be here and see all this as we see it
there would be no further division in the Republican Parrty.
The Republican Party must be progressive. The people of this
country will indorse no party that stands still. It has received
the punishment and, I believe, learned its lesson. There are
now strong indieations that it will resume its old-time leader-
ship in the march of progress. Those of us who love her will
stay with her so long as she will live up to her historic tradi-
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tions. But should she prostitute her pristine purity, become but
the petty agent of privilege, and give to an expectant public
but her empty name, then will we spurn her as treachery alone
deserves and unite under some other name to wage battle
against the destruetive and devastating forces 'of Democracy.
That hour has not yet come, and 1 hope to God never shall: and
I believe that this present year will show that this grand old
party still stands for protection, for a sound dollar, for the
cause of the great common people, their active participation in
the affairs of this Government, and for the maintenance of the
honor and glory of our flag, whether it wave over the dome of
the Capitol Building here in Washington or over the sunny
islands of the distant seas.

The spokesman of the Demoeratic Party in this Congress is
the Hon. Oscar Uxperwoop, of the State of Alabama. He is
indeed a splendid gentleman and a most pleasing personality.
‘We give him full credit for his great ability and his sincerity,
and it was indeed a privilege which I highly prize to have
heard his speech on the opening day of this debate, setfing forth
the views of his party on this great question. I am, however,
compelled to say that, in my humble judgment, the premises
upon which his argument is based are so fallacious, his theories
so much at variance with the experience of the past, and his
argument to establish the correctness of such theories so strained
that we were impressed with the diffienity of his case and sym-
pathized with him personally in his efforts to defend the inde-
fensible position of his party. Ie speaks of the cost of living
and quotes statistics to show that since the year 1897 farmn
products have increased 93 per cent, and attributes that to the
tariff. The prosperous farmers of West Virginia can testify
that in recent years, during Republiean administrations, they
have been able to secure a fair and decant price for the prod-
ucts of their farms, and I do not believe that the gentleman’s
c.mplaint about the prosperity of the farmer will be received
with much relish by that industrious and intelligent class
throughout this Union. If a Republican tariff is responsible for
justice.and equity to the farmers of this country, then make the
most of it, but do not advance as an argument against the great
principle of protection the fact that under a protective tariff the
farmer enjoys his share of prosperity, while under the tariff for
revenue only, as experience has proven, he receives more than
his share of common disaster.

The high cest of living is caused by surplus of gold produe-
tion, inereased migration from the country to the city, monop-
olies, and other ressons that time will not permit me to dis-
cuss, but it Is not caused by a protective tariff. It is a world-
wide complaint—of free-trade as well as protective countries.
But if it were so caused, the concrete proposition ig reduced to
this: Would you rather pay reasonably high prices for the neces-
gities of life and have the meney to buy them with, or do you
favor cheap prices and empty pockets? When people have
money they consume without stint or restraint, and the sup-
ply, therefore, equals or surpassas the demand. When they have
not money they economize, reducing themselves to bare neces-
sities, and thus reduce the demand and thereby the price.

I lay it down as a fact which can not be chaillenged or con-
tradicted that the American laboring man is paid a higher aver-
age wage than the laboring man of any other country on the
face of the globe, and with that wage has come a higher stand-
ard of living. Again I assert—as statistics clearly show—that
the Ameriean laborer can buy much more of the necessities of
1ife with his eight hours’ work than can the laborer of any
other nation with a similar amount of work. As long as this
condition exists it is idle to talk about the superiority of free
trade. It seems to me axiomatie that admitting, as our Demo-
cratic brothers must do, that the American luborer is paid on an
average from at least one-half to two-thirds more than the Enro-
pean laborer, and often twice as much, then if we are thrown
into direct competition with the products made by that cheap
European labor only one result can follow, and that is that the
wanges of the American laboring man and his standard of living
must be reduced. T am one of those who think that our laboring
man is entitled to live better than his brothers across the sea.
I believe he is entitled to his little home, to conveniences for his
family, to send his children to school, and, in truth, to stand
erect in the nobility of manhood and command the respeet that
Lonest labor deserves, and I am opposed to any party that advo-
ciates the cause of the foreigner in preference to the American
and seeks to advance theoretic altrnism to the extent of pulling
down our own standards and industries in order to build up
those of the foreigner. I must say that even the statement of

the gentleman from Alabama enn not* convinee the American
people that the cost of productipn is not to a large extent a
_ determining factor of competition in the world’s market, and
therefore while we should cherish a spirit of brotherhood

toward all mankind it is first our bounden duty to preserve the
peace, happiness, and prosperity of onr own people.

The gentleman from Alabama agnin asserts that the protec-
tive tariff has prevented our development as a factor in world
trade, has stifled enterprise, has put a premium on inactivity.
What an astounding statement. coming from the leader of a
great party. If all this be true, then the greatness and pros-
perity of this Nation, which statistics show has surpassed aill
other nations in industrial and commercial development and
progress, -is but a passing dream and facts about which no un-
prejudiced mind could heretofore cherish a doubt are but
fleeting clouds and a vanishing mirage. The gentleman is mis-
taken. Protection has made this country commercially great.
and has contributed in no small degree to our prosperity and
happiness. If this Nation be so hampered and oppressed by a
protective tariff, why is it that the citizens of these European
countries that our friends appear to envy are pouring into this
country as a very gulf stream of oppressed humanity ?

1t is with sincere regret that I heard this leader of Democ-
racy in that eloquent address appeal to class aistinction and
class prejudice. He announced that the Democcratic Iarty, by
this tariff bill, intended to tax the luxuries of the rich, not the
necessities of the poor. Perhaps the gentlemian, then, ean
explain why it is that the tariff on luxuries is not as high, on
an average, in the Underwood bill as it is under our present
tariff bill, framed by a Republican Congress. Why did you not
increase the tariff on these luxuries and carrs out your preten-
sions of punishment of the wealthy class? Why did you reduce
the tariff on gold leaf, tinsel wire, aeroplanes, faucy cakes, pre-
served fruits, lace window curtains, oriental rugs, wearing ap-
parel of silk? Are these not luxuries of the rich? How much
of them does the laboring man consume? The gentleman from
Alabama says he did not make the tariff high because these
luxuries would not then come over. My answer is, They have
been coming over under the higher tariff of our present Itepub-
lean tariff bill. If the wealthy want them, they will buy them.
1 do not like appeals to different classes in this country. We
are one people, bonnd together by ties of brotherhood, and with
common interests to protect. You can not crippie the business
of the manufacturer without injuring the laboring man who
works for him. You can not crush the American business man
without destroying the American farmer. We do not live to
ourselves, and when you hurt one man you injure his neighbor,
and when, as you propose to do by this tariff bill, you throw
almost all Amerienn industries into direct competition with the
cheap labor of Europe you are injuring every American citizen.

West Virginia cries aloud her protest. The tariff on bher
earthenware and crockery preducts has been reduced from 55
to 35 per cent ad valorem; on her hogs, from 1381 per cent to
nothing; on her cattle, from 27.08 per cent to 10 per cent; and
by one sweep her wool, her coal, her lumber, her clay, has
been thrown into the Democratic hopper of free trade.

There is no doubt in my mind that the present tariff on many
articles is too high, but I want to know and not to guess which
they are. It should be reduced according to the recommendan-
tion of an intelligent tariff commission after thorough investi-
gation. I have no doubt that there are trusts and monopolies
that have by their machinations increased the price of necessi-
ties to the consumer, If go, those trusts and mouopolies should
be demolished, their officers prosecuted and be made to obey the
law of the land, and, in this connection, we arc prond to say
that, beginning with the administration of President Roose-
velt and coming on down through that and the administration
of President Taft, there have been more trusts and monopolies
prosecuted and brought to the bar of justice than in all the
Democratic administrations put together that this country has
ever had. y

When the people of this country determined last year that
they would, by reason of divisfon in the ranks of the great
Republican Party, permit democracy to again assume control
of thig Government, they did so with the assnrance on the part
of its candidate for President and its political lenders that no
legitimate industry of this country should be harmed. And yet,
now in this spring of 1913. only a few months after the termina-
tion of that campaign, legitimate industry is threatened as it
nhever was before by the terms of an unfair, illogical, and un-
American tariff bill. Our friend, Mr. UNpErwoop, in the course
of his remarks, had much to say of the lemon, and seemed to be
concerned as to its growth and production. Let me say that
before another year shall roll around our people will be fully
convinced that the prize for growing lemons shonld be awarded
to the Demoeratic Party, because when this tarifl bill is passed
and signed by a Democratie President, if you will parden a
slang expression, the biggest lemon on reeord will be Fanded by
this Democratic administration to the Ameriecan people.
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My friends on the other side, beware! There will be no
excuse belhind which you can hide when calamity spreads over
fhis country as the result of this work here to-day. In 1912,
when youn were elected, with our bumper crops, our busy and
prosperous industries, our plentiful supply of money, we were
leading in the march of nations. The fear of your hostile legis-
lation is already having its injurious effect. If you thrust this
bitter nostrum down the throat of the American people, and
then cast us once more into the dead sea of disaster, you will
at the first opportunity be buried so deep that even the call of
Gabriel's trumpet can not resurrect you. [Applause on the
Republican side.]

Mr, PAYNE. Mr. Chairman, I understand the gentleman from
Hunsas has 4 minutes to his credit, which he reserved this
morning, and I yield to the gentleman, in addition to that, 24
minutes.

The CHAIRMAN,
for 28 minutes.

Mr. MURDOCK. Mryr. Chairman, I yield to the gentleman
from Pennsylvania [Mr. RurLey].

Mr. RUPLEY., Mr. Chairman, 50 years in the lifetime of the
ordinary man means a great deal. A half century does not
mean so much to the older nations, but it marks well-defined
lines of progress or retrogression in the history of our country.
The last 50 years have seen the trial of the protective tariff.

I have listened to learned expositions on this question from
gentlemen from all parts of our common country. We have a
right to suppose that they, under our system of government,
represent the best thought and intelligence of their respective
communities and have at heart the greatest good of their con-
stituency and of the Nation as well.

The system of the application of the protective principle by
my Republican friends seems to have suffered little change.
except the tendency to run to extremes, since the days of the
great war taxes forced upon the Nation by extraordinary condi-
tions. The war has been over for many years, and yet this
unnatural financial condition has been accepted as the rational
and right criterion after which to follow. This child born in the
throes of necessity has been nourished by all the methods known
to skillful tariff doctors and clever surgeons of privilege and
power. Natural laws apply to policies as to peoples. The heir
of this system has proved a hybrid and a revulsion of the
public mind has been the result. This fact is proven by the
immense majority on the other side of the floor.

I have heard much about the prosperity due to the high pro-
tective tariff, and I am free to confess that it has produced
among the favored few who are its beneficiaries an age of dis-
covery, not of the amount-invested but of the profits to be
secured: and then capitalization, far beyond the investment,
based on real earnings. Then we have the golden age of 1896,
until when, I ask? All the while ecapitalizing labor, labor,
labor—millions of watered stock, made good by labor. First,
the counterfeit stock of the United States Steel. Holding labor
to the wheel until this stock produces many fold, and then divi-
dends; first, to holders of the stock; second, to surplus; third, to
labor? Noj; third, a new stock dividend for labor to earn addi-
tional dividends upon. Nothing for labor, the producer of it all.

The acid test of this propesition is the amount left over and
above the living expenses of the family to contribute to the
comfort and tLe welfare of the home. XNo one denies it brings
prosperity to the rich. I ask you, in all fairness, if you believe
the benefits are equitably distributed between the rich man and
the poor man?

The scholarly gentleman at the other end of the Avenue, the
P’resident of this dominant party in the Nation, upon his nomi-
nation found in the platform that old socialistie doctrine—

It is a system of taxation which makes the rich richer and the poor
poorer, L

Members have grown eloquent over the high wages pald the
workingman. There is no proof that this is due to the high pro-
tective tariff. The evil of the system lies in the fact that the
wages are not in proportion to the living expenses. The pur-
chasing power of a dollar is the thing most important to the
workman and his snecess. It means that he will be able to
keep the boys and girls out of the workshop and in the school.
That the standard of citizenship is raised or lowered to the
standard of his living. .

Is there any advantage given the low-priced laborer over the
one highly paid? Surely (be scrubwoman is entitled to a re-
turn on her commodity—her labor—in the same proportion
as the man who has his income increased many times over by
«menns of the protective tariff,

Why does the high protective tariff always produce a surplus,
and what happens to it? Labor capitalized in billions to earn
dividends for the few favored rich.

The gentleman from Kansas is recognized

The manufacturer not knowing how long this condition is
going to last, and knowing the great profits to be had, asks his
employees for more of their service. He exhausts American
labor, he secures foreign labor, and most of our large mills are
now only half American and the other half European.

We hear the gentlemen contend that the American workmen
will have to compete with the low-priced laborer of Europe, and
every day we see our * captains of industry™ imporiing these
low-priced laborers as rapidly as they can to compete right
here at home with our workmen. [Applause.]

The high protective fariff has been before the bar of judg-
ment of the American people and has not made out its case—
it stands guilty as indicted.

Prosperity, about which we prate, has been only the erumbs
from the rich man’s table. All too late, this fact has taken
hold of the Republican wiseacres. Blood letting will not now
suffice. DPlastering the sore spots will no longer control the
malady. The people have dingnosed the case, and tley will
apply the cure.

Now, what of the gentlemen from the other side of the House?
What is the record of their party and their measures? In their
platform they say the Republican Party has brought about a
condition where *the rich are growing richer and the poor
growing poorer,” and the last election seemed to show that the
people agreed with them.

The answer to my query is read from the page of the history
of the United States. They have been forced by circumstances
since the war into the positions they have taken. A party of
negation and opposition. To oppose a high tariff they propose
a low tariff. Cause and effect. During their spasmodic periods
of quasi power they never had a real chance to try their steel
before it had to ring back into the seabbard of their endeavors.
I have no thought but that it, too, would have proved abortive
to real and lasting results because based one false premises.
Purgatives relieve, but do not cure. Their present tariff bill is
an attempt to meet the demands of an aroused public conscience,
They realize that the tariff must be revised downward and
that nothing else will appease the public’s ultimainm.

In following their bill it is interesting to notc how far they
have wandered from the great apostle of free {rade, Senator
Walker. The Walker bill of 1846, framed to embrace the sug-
gestions contained in the celebrated Treasury report of 1845,
was considered the last word on Democratic tarift policy. They
have abandoned free trade in ifs purity and are endeavoring
to pass a bill “to reduce tariff duties and to provide revenne
for the Governmeni, and for other purposes.” Walker says,
“The Constitution does not confer power on Congress to lay
tax for protection, but for revenue only,” and tiit only on that
principle can any degree of permanency be estabiished.

That last word in the Demoeratic tariff policy was also in
the platform of this scholarly genileman who is President of
the United States and who, in my judgment, is making good
before the American people, and it is contained in the first para-
graph of the platform framed by the Democratic convention in
Baltimore :

“We declare it to be a fundamental prineiple of the Democratic Party
that the Federal Government, under tge Constitution, has no right or
g?]gg_r to impose or collect tarif duties except for the purpose of reve-

I take it that there is no man to-day of reasonable mind but
will grant me that there should be a tariff graduated to the
needs of our peoplg and the protection of certain industries.
Why this constant harangue and political daubing should be re-
peated at every change of administration is hard to explain on
sensible lines.

The ordinary Congressman knows as little, technically, about
the tariff as I do. Why is he asked to take a position regularly
without knowing what it all means?

Politics is the science of government; it has nothing to do
with the art of securing office or place. Among all the great
countries of the world we stand alone as being the only one
that has not taken the tariff out of business and politics. Is
there any good reason to continue the practice of playing policy
instead of attending to the public business? Have we not
learned through all these years, with our experience. our trade,
our finance, our supposed intelligence, that this is a question for
scientific men, specially trained; to be settled far removed
from political elamor and the heat of debate?

The results of past tariff legislation have been unsatisfae-
tory and of a patehwork variety, as is evidenced by constant
and increasing demands for change. Here we .re at the gness-
ing game again. If we guess right on some schedules, we are
commended ; if wrong on some, we are condemned for all.

I would not impeach the integrity and sincerit,; .f the gentle-
men on either side of the House. At the present time they are
doing the only thing they can do—the Demoerats trying to
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measure up to the situation in a manner and the Republicans
watehing thelr endeavors with the hope of br -aking through and
profiring by their mistakes. Mark you, the citizens of this great
land are awake to conditions.

While I agree that early action should be taken in response
to the expressed will of the voters in the last electi.a, I do not
agree thit it should be taken at the expense of the rights or
privileges of any industry or section. You will find that in the
Progressive national platform we contend that th> tariff ques-
tion should be controlled absolutely by a nomnpartisan, expert
commission. This is the safe, fair way to prc.eed, so that the
interests of the poor man may have the same protection as those
of the rieh man: so that industries needing help may be
fostered and those to be eurbed can be controlled; that a just

" relation be preserved between the cost of living and the wage
scale; that taxation affecting the necessities of life be reduced
to a minimum or removed entirely, and that men and women
who work with their hands or their minds may bave the same
chance to have the comforts of complete living as the favored
plutoerat who is living on a part of what these men and wolien
earn and produce. y

We are n high-grade Nation in science, in literature, in art, in
learning, and the like, yet we fail to keep up the standard in
matters political. The national Progressive platform asks for
a nonpartisan, scientific tariff commission. Not in form—as was
Mr. Taft’s—but in fact, so that the scales may be balanced in
justice between what we eat and wear and what we earn and
produce. That the poor man and the producer shall have his
exact share of life’s benefits as well as those who are favored
in worldly goods. This tariff question is not for bickering nor
blustering. We are engaged in a serious business. It touches
the hesrthstones and their happiness in all the many homes
throughout the land. The security and safety of our people to
enjoy the liberties vouchsafed them under our free institutions
of government means much to our Nation in her upward stride.
The demand for social and economie justice has called into
being the Progressive Party because too long the demon of
oppression has held the reins of power and driven the heavy
car of despair as it erushed out ambitions and opportunities.

“ Snffering makes the whole world kin,” and the suffering of
the millions is being heard and answered in a movement which
has for its purpose the uplift of man and the ultimate happiness
of the race.

The home must be the hub upon which all else revolves, and
only in its sanctity and security can a nation rise in service to its
God.

This movement is going on under all suns and in all climes.
It is now the yeast. and it will leaven the loaf. Its instruments
are various, yet no less powerful. The statesmen moviug poli-
cies as pawns, the juriet wise in law, the preacher strong in
eloquence, the scientist great in discovery, the journalist virile
in expression, the teacher great in thought, all working to the
common end that in this age of the world man is indeed his
brother's keeper.

The proposition presents different aspects in different coun-
tries. In our own great land we have many problems yet to solve.
Here our dogma is the doctrine of progress and good will, and
we believe that only in adhering to it we will at least be able
to make the law of the land more responsive to the will of the
people. .

John Adams said, * The happiness of society is the end of
government.” Have we not reached the point in intelligence

. when we can say that our public servants are our representa-
tives only so far as they are our commissioners? In this con-
nection we hold with Macaulay, * That the cause of all revo-
lutions is that while nations move forward constitutions stand
still.”

For these evils in our system there must come a remedy if
our institutions are to exist in perpetuity. The answer lies
with the people.

The line of cleavage is well marked between the reactionaries
and the Progressives, I care not to what party they belong,
whether they follow the leadership of a Tloosevelt, a Beveridge,
a Murdock. or under the banaer of a Wilson, a Bryan, or a
Palmer, they are a different iype of men than the servile
servant subject to the dietates of the Penroses, the Ryans, the
Roots, These two elements can not fuse. They have nothing
in common. Their ideas are widely divergeut as to the ends of
governmwent. The prineiples for which Progressives stand are
too fmportant and far-reaching to neutralize. There is no mid-
dle ground to take; no twilight zone between the rights and
privileges of men and the power and injustice of organized
wealth; no happy medium between life and property when
posterity is paid the debt in shekels of human misery.

What has been the result in both the old parties? What has
been the product of the system? A condition of one-man power,
boss rule, machine polities, corruption funds, high salaries with
little work, indifferent eitizenship, and the failure of the people
to secure representation. and the attendant evils. The times de-
mand a new party of action and of honor. You can not graft
progressive policies on the old trunk of reaction. They belong
to different families. They may grow for a little while, but
their time will be short. A new tree having roots and tendrils
planted in every inch of our glorious country has started to
grow, and it will take under its protecting shade the memories
of the Southland and the hopes of our western prairies and
the wealth and promise of our East and North. .

Years of apparent prosperity had seemingly lulled our people
into sleep, and listening to the siren song they were dashing
toward the rocks. =

On the seroll of the Pantheon of the future will be written in
letters enduring and imperishable the words of the redoubtable
Jackson, “ Justice for all, privilege for none.” Indeed this
might fittingly be the creed of each Progressive, for in this life
we are of little worth save the service we render our time and
posterity. This is not a party of expediency; it is a party of
principle, .

New times demand new measures and new men.
The world advances and in time outgrows

The laws that in our father's day were best;
And doubtless after us some purer scheme

Will be shaped out by wiser men than we,
Made wiser by the steady growth of truth.
The time Is ripe and rotten, ripe for change;
Then let it come; 1 have no dread of what

Is called for by the instinct of mankind.

Nor think I that God’s world would fall apart,
Because we tear a parchment more or less.
Truth is eternal, but her eflluence

With endless change is fitted to the hour

Her mirror is turned forward to reflect

The promise of the future, not the past.

[Applause.]

Mr. MURDOCK. Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gentleman
from California [Mr. STEPHENS].

Mr. STEPHENS of California. Mr. Chairman, I believe in a
protective tariff, sufficient but not excessive, and it is with re-
gret that I address this body to-day in opposition to a bill
reducing the tariff. I believe that many schedules should be
lowered. I came to this House of Representatives determined to
assist in a proper reduction of excessive tariff rates. Time
and again my vote has been cast with the majority side and con-
trary to the view of many of my colleagues on this side. I
voted as I believed I should, voted as I promised, voted as I
always will vote for any and every measure I believe right, no
matter from what part of the House it comes.

If the reductions in this new tariff bill had been based upon
information obtained by an expert tariff commission, or, if in
answer to a general demand, moderate and justifiable reductions
had been made, I would be favoring it.

But this bill calls for a radical change in our economic policy.
It carries tremendous reductions that I feel sure will work out
injuriously to the American laborer, the American producer, and
the American employer.

This Democratie bill goes so far in its reductions as to change
our tariff policy from one protecting the American laborer and
producer to a policy near free trade—a tariff for revenue only.
I am obliged by my conscience and by consideration for the
welfare of the people of the great State of California to protest
dgainst enacting any such radical legislation.

I do not ask more consideration for industries in my own
State than I am willing should be granted the industries of
other States. I have been willing, and I am willing, to take
reasonable reductions in schedules affecting California provided
a proper reduction can be had in other schedules. I voted for a
reduction in Schedule K, notwithstanding California is a great
woolgrowing State, but I can not believe that justice is dome

that industry by placing it on the free list in this bill. [Ap-
plause.] :
I know how seriously the life of the citrus and sugar indus-

tries in California is jeopardized by this bill. I know how
much the prosperity and happiness of all who labor in those
industries are affected by the unwarranted extent of the reduc-
tion in the lemon schedule and by the free list ahead for sugar.
If this bill is unjust and unfair to industries of my State, is it
not reasonable to suppose that it is also unjust and unfair to
other industries in other States?

I would like to vote for an income tax and T would like fo
vote again for substantial reductions in most tariff schedules,
even for reductions on items in which Californin is greatly in-
terested, but I can not vote for reductions that seem to me to
be decidedly unreasonable. I believe the American people are
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demanding the regulation and improvement of industrial and
business conditions. but I do not for one moment believe there
is any widespread demand for the destruction of any legitimate
American industry.

I am by no means a tariff expert. I know but little compared
with what there is to be known. However, I have the knowl-
edge on tariff subjects of the average citizen—perhaps of the
average Congressman. I find that to be sufficient to make me
sure that gennine experts are needed by Congress when building
a tariff structure to serve all interests adequately and de-
servedly.

I feel sure now, as I did when I first came to Congress two
years ago, that a proper downward revision of the tariff will
benefit our whole people. I am ready now to vote for any
reduction founded on information and warranted by a due con-
sideration of producer and consumer, but I ean not vote for
this bill, which I believe to have been made without sufficient
information and without giving due consideration to the inter-
ests of the laborer and grower, the manufacturer and consumer.

Our tariff policy and tariff schedules should be determined by
Congress after a careful, adequate, and world-wide study of tar-
iff rates and tariff effects, Beginning at once, each rate should
be singly determined and established. Then every separate
avenue of labor and industry would not be disturbed, as now,
in a general revision. A nonpartisan expert tariff commission
should investigate and report to Congress full data on every
item of every schedule. It should report the cost of production
at home and a&broad; the prices received by the grower and
manufacturer; the prices paid by the consumer, and the wages
.and conditions of labor. It should make recommendations.
Congress could then work systematically and intelligently on
expert, scientifiec plans, which could be adopted, rejected, ampli-
fied, lessened, or otherwise changed.

Congress has passed nearly one-third of its time in the last
four years in tinkering with the tariff. Now, we are to be given
three or four months of extreme suspense while our tariff boat
is turned bottom side up and our respective industries permitted
to sink or swim without any regard to those entirely dependent
upon thém.

It may be that most of our industries will survive four years
of Democratic tariff upsetting; but why try such a doubtful
experiment? Why not proceed along safe and sane lines to a
tariff readjustment through the aid of a nonpartisan expert
tariff commission, as proposed and advocated by Progressives
from the first. It is through such means that our tariff troubles
will be solved aright.

California is hard hit by this Democratic tariff bill. The
citrus and sugir industries are perhaps most vitally affected.
Two hundred millions of dollars is Californid’s investment in
oranges and Iemons. Her people have twenty millions in sugar.

There have beén fat years in the citrus industry, and there

have been many lean ones, but an average for the past 20 years
will not show more than a moderate profit. California believes
she can supply the whole United States with lemons at prices
fair to consumer and grower, if given reasonable time and pro-
tection. Only one-fifth of available acreage adapted to lemon-
growing is planted in lemons. With protection the acregge in
lemons will rapidly increase and every part of our country can
be supplied.
° The present rate of duty possibly may be too high; the pro-
posed rate is much foo low. Who can honestly determine until
after full and complete investigation by an expert tariff com-
mission?

The growing of lemons in California is an American industry,
owned by Americans, mannged by Americans, and furnishing a
livelihood to 40,000 families, practically every one of which is
genuinely American. Way down deep, my friends, the Demo-
cratic Party seems to care more for the mysterious influence of
a handful of foreign Importers in New York than it does for a
home industry in Californin, owned and cared for by our own
countrymen.

Lemons will not average less in price for the next four years
because of the removal of two-thirds of the duty. When Sicily
has a monopoly, Ameriea will pay whatever Sicily chooses to
ask for lemons,

To-day I received a wire from California which I wish to read:

SACRAMENTO, CAL., April 23, 1913.
Hon, WrIiLniaMm D. STEPHuNS,

United States Congress, Washington, D. €. ;

Dear Smn: Pursnant to the provisions of a Senate joint resolution
adopted by both Houses of the Legislature of the State of California,
1 berewith transmit to yon a copy of
Benate jolnt resolution 25, relative to memorializing Congress regarding

the eltrus-fruit Industry of the Btate of California, and requesting
our Benntors and Representatives in Congress to use all honorable
means to prevent a reduction in doties on citrus fruits below the
point where the differsnce in the cost of production of the same
would be equalized.

Whereas the citrus-fruit industry is one of the great and Important
enterprises of this State, representing an investu’a:ent of 8200,0%.6.000.
and materially contributes to the upbuildinz thereof; and

Whereas the rates of duty on citrus fruits should equalize the difference
gl e:;o_zct‘t :5 production between the United States and foreign coun-

reas the present rates of duty bring to the Government -
stantial revenue that has increas{:d in Eecent years; and )

Wtﬁilzﬁasraa:&atgi:lmnﬁ]ucl!on ?{‘ thed d(llxt!ee; on. citrus fhruits would

e Erow an evelopmen t
California : Now, therefore, be it ’ DAL e o
Resolved by the Senate and Assembly o
jointly, That we respectful o

the State “I Oal'i{]amia
b the
States not to reduce the duo

ly memorialize the Congress o nited
J(-s on citrus fruits below a point equalizi
the differeace in the cost of production of the same in the Unit
E:t:?iteﬁe;i?e%c ;‘:;ﬂ%gs ricmétrins. amli we eumeBtL_v reqtla’eist our Senators
n ODETress 1o O
vel}zt m;chdreductlnn; be it an.rther e TR
esolred, That the governor of the State of California be requested
to uppoint’ five citizens of California to present this memr:?'lai to
Congress in behalf of this State; and be it i‘?n-r.her
de;ftuaonigec:a 'l;imﬁ ateopy ?52 thtls rmlé:tiiioa be telegraphed to the Presi-
ch of our Senators an T 1
of the United States. SsEy T e Coaom
TW. N. PARRISH,

Seeretary of Senate.

I can best tell you what our people think of the Democratic
sugar proposals by quoting the following telegrams:

BACRAMEX
R WS 15 Bt MEXTO, CAL., April 22, 1913.

House of Representatives, Washington, D, C.:

I have the honor to hand you herewith copy of joint resolution No.
18, adopted by senate and assembly and approved by the governor April
18, 191.‘1. Assembly joint resolution No. 18, relative to the protection
of the California beet-sugar industry in the enactment by Congress af
laws affecting tariffs on imports into the United States.

Whereas in the process of tariff revision by Congress the indicated
tendency is toward an abolition of the duties on imported sugar; and

Whereas such a policy would be calamitous to the ecane and beet sugar
industry of the Nation at large, and especially to the beet-sugar busi-
ness of the State of California, which produces 165,000 tons per an-

uu[r!a. or one-quarter of the beet-sugar output of the United States;

an

Whereas the annual consumption of-. sugar in our count is now
3,500,000 tons per annum, suPpliod. viz, from domestic c?ne grown
in P'orto Rico, Loulsiana, and Hawailan Islands, 1,100,000 tons; from
beet sngar manuofactured in 16 States, 650, tons; the balance,
1,750,000 tons, being purchased from foreign countries and refined by
a few corporations on the Atlantic seaboard, who are clamoring for
* free sugar,” in order that they may check the further invasion of
their markets by the constantly growing beet-sugar industry; and

TWhereas our Natlon's beet-sugar output has Increased from 40,000 tons
in 1887 to 650,000 tons in 1912, a rate of increase greater than can
be shown in any country in Europe during an oqua{"rperlud of time,
while our cane-producing districts have apparently reached the limit
of thelr prosperity; and

Wherenas this country should, and can, become self-supplying in the mat-
ter of sugar through the development of the beet-sugar industry, now
Involving the use of only 430,000 acres of land agalnst 274,000,000
acres adapted to the cultivation of the sugar beet ; and

Whereas the development of the industry is checked by the menace of a
free sugar bill, which will subject this product to compeiltion with
cane and beet sugar produced under the low-wage conditions In the
Tropies and Europe, and at prices delivered at our seaboards lower
than, under the conditions, Is paid to the farmers of our State for
the sugar In the beet before it is manufactored : Now, thercfore,

Rescived, That the Legisinture of the State of California (a majority
of all members elected to senate and assembly voting for the adoption
of this resolution and coneurring therein) request the Senate and House
of Representatives at Washington and the President of the United
States that due regard be had in the consideration of tariff reviston for
the claims of the beet-snzar indostry, which ig so full of promise to
our Nation, and that the principle governing the revislon of the tariff
in this regard be that the tariff should equalize the difference between
the cost of production of sugar at home and abroad.

Resolved, That a copy of these resolutions be forwarded to each of
the Members of Congress from the State of Califurnia to be presented
to the President and Congress.

L. B. MALLORY,
Chief Clerk of Assembly.

Los ANGELES, CAL., April 9, 1913,

Hon. War. D. STEPIIENS,

Housge of Representatives, Washington, D, O.:

Whereas proposed new tariff bill which was Introduced Into the House of
Itepresentatives April 7 by Hon. Oscar UxpErwoop, of Alabama,
and which is now before Committee on Ways and Means of the Iouse
for consideration, reduces customs rates on great number California
products to such degree that in several instances It will have iIn-
eritable result of seriously crippling, If it does not absolutely destroy,
great interests upon which depend large numbers of people and the

ublle welfare of the State; and

Whereas present reading of proposed tariff bill indicates that California.
has been more severely denlt with than other States of the Unlon,
and its Foducts more severelf and unnecessarily exposed to foreign
competition : Now, therefore, be It
Resolved by the Loz Angeles Chamber of Comnierce, That an earnest

rotest 1s hereby made against adoption of the tariff bill in its present

'orm with its severe discrimination against products of the State of

California.

The above resolutions were adopted by board of directors at meeting
held to-day.
ArnTnre W. Kixxey,
President Los Angeles Chamber of Comumnerce.

In addition to the above, I have received more than 2,000
individual letters of protest, appealing to Congress not to make
the changes in the sugar duties in the way proposed.
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I shall not go further into details of the citrus and sugar
indusiries, for my colleagues, who more intimately represent
the citrus and sugar sections, are better able to do so.

Gentlemen, I do not ask for more than is justly ours. I want
nothing to which we are not entitled. But I do ask, and I do
insist that the growing industries of the United States should
be protected to a degree determined by Congress after consid-
eration of reports ami recommendations of an expert commis-
sion. [Loud applause.]

Mr. MURDOCK. Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gentleman
from Illinois [Mr, TrooMsoN].

Mr., THOMSON of Illineis. Mr. Chairman, as a new Mem-
ber, I shall make my remarks very brief.

I presume it may truthfully be said that there is no Federal
legislation which more generally, directly, and vitally affects
the people of the country than tariff legislation. It reaches
down to the very poorest of our people and up to the richest
of them. It not only bas its effect on the income of the average
citizen, but it determines in large measure the purchasing
power of that income. It not only affects the people as indi-
viduals, but as groups, families, communities, and the Nation
as a whole. There can therefore be no legislation more im-
portant than that shich is now before us.

The tariff is a legitimate means of raising revenue for the
maintenance of the Government, but it should be much more
than that. American labor properly looks to the tariff for
protection from those conditions which are such a burden to
foreign labor. Any tariff which does not primarily disclose
its benefits in the pay envelope of the laborer is not an equitable
tariff.

I believe that a tariff should extend fo the point of protec-
tion—such protection as will equalize conditions of competi-
tion between the United States and foreign countries, both for
the farmer and the manufacturer, and which shall maintain
for labor an adequate standard of living.

Believing that there are certain schedules in the existing tariff
which are unjust and cxcessive, I strongly favor tariff revi-
sion, and it should not be necessary to add that the revision
should be downward.

I have spent much time in studying the pending bill, and have
tried to determine whether it bids fair to accomplish the things
which I think a tariff bill ought to accomplish. There are over
4,000 items in this bill. Is the tariff which is provided for
each of these items the kind of a tariff I have said I believe in
and would like to vote for? I presume some of them are, but
I feel sure that some of them are not, and I am very much
more certain of the faect that, with reference to most of the
schedules provided for in this bill, I do not know whether
they are right or not, and neither does anybody else [applause],
unless he has given the question such study as qualifies him as
an expert upon it. The one big fact about the tariff that has
been borne home to me as I have studied this bill is the fact that
it is absolutely impossible to frame a just and equitable tariff
by the log-rolling, I-tickle-you-and-you-tickle-me methods that
have characterized tariff making thus far in our history.

Mr, BUCHANAN of Illinois. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. THOMSON of Illinois. I can not yield; I have only a
few moments,

Ours is the only Nation in the world {o use such methods in
framing a tariff. - It would have brought certain ruin to any
other nation foolhardy enough to try it, and the only reason it
has not brought ruin to us is to be found in the fact that
because of the great extent of our territory our population is
not dense as compared with other nations, and also because our
resources have been and still are so vast.

It is high time we changed our methods. It takes long in-
vestigation and study—painstaking, thorough, and trained ex-
amination of exhaustive data, followed by the careful considera-
tion of a trained, unbiased expert, to get at the real facts con-
nected with any given business or industry, from which we may
proceed to reach a correct conclusion on the question of whether
or not we shall have any tariff at all on a given article, and if
it is concluded we shall have, then what that tariff shall be, in
order that it shall accomplish the ends which we believe a
tariff should accomplish.

The present bill is not the result of such work, and it is
bound, therefore, to be inaccurate, unscientific, and inequitable
in many respects. It can not be otherwise unless it is a miracle,
and even its own best friends do not expect that of it.

I believe the basis for tariffs and changes in tariffs should be
found in the reports of a commission, a nonpartisan, scientifie
tariff commission, reporting both to the President and to either
branch of Congress, such reports covering the costs of pro-
" duetion, efficiency of labor, capitalization, industrial organiza-

tion and efficiency, and the general competitive position in this
country and abroad of industries seeking protection from Con-
gress; as to the revenue-producing power of the tariff and its
relafion to the resources of government; and also as to the effect
of the tariff on prices, operations of middlemen, and the pur-
chasing power of the consumer.

I wish to say to the gentleman from Kentucky [Mr. BARKLEY]
who addressed himself to this subject yesterday, that he has
missed entirely the idea of the tariff commission as proposed by
the Progressive Party. We do believe that the Republican
Party of itself can not revise the tariff accurately and scien-
tifically. We do believe that the Democratic Party of itself
can not revise the tariff accurately and scientifically. We
believe, further, that the Progressive Party of itself can not
revise the tariff accurately and scientifically. In advocating an
expert nonpartisan tariff commission, however, we of course do
not propose to delegate any legisiative power to it. The com-
migsion is not to formulate or pass laws. That power must con-
stitutionally and properly remain with the Congress. What we
do propose is that the commission shall scientifically and accu-
rately ascertain the true and unbiased facts upon which we
may base our tariff legislation.

1 do not feel, however, that the people of this country should
be compelled to await the reports of sueh a commission before
obtaining relief from those of the present schedules generally
recognized as excessive. I had hoped that we would have an
opportunity to act on such schedules singly and immediately.
While the recent Tariff Board may not have proven commensu-
rate with our ideals for such bodies, it did make more or less
exhaustive investigations with reference to Schedules I and K,
affecting cotton and wool, and submit reports on them, and it
seems to me that those reports, such as they are and irrespee-
tive of our views with reference to the board itself, give us at
least such information and light on those two schedules as,
coupled with the burdens to the consumer caused by the exist-
ing cotton and woolen duties, requires us to modify those exist-
ing duties and specify new tariffs in those schedules which will
be justified by the information submitted in those reports. I
trust that later on in the consideration of this bill substitutes
will be offered for Schedules I and K—substitutes based on the
reports of the Tariff Board to which I have referred—and in
that case I shall be glad to support them, irrespective of their
source. [Applause.]

Of course, the pending tariff bill contains its jokers. Any
tariff act framed as this one has been is bound in the very
nature of things to be filled with them. Some of those that are
in this bill are plain and easily discerned and others are not.
One of the most patent is contained in Schedule K. It was elo-
quently referred to this affernoon by the gentleman from Ohio
[Mr. Wirris]. In the bill to revise this schedule, submitted by
the Democrats in the last Congress when they knew it would
be vetoed if passed, Angora wool was given an ad valorem duty
of 10 per cent. In the pending bill much ado is made of the
fact that wool is placed on the free list. Put tucked carefully
away in Schedule K is a clause, 314, in which our friends the
Democrats have provided—and they know now that the bill
will be signed when passed—that *‘hair of the Angora goat,
alpaca, and other like animals, and all hair on the skins of
such animals ™ shall have a duty of 20 per cent ad valorem. It
should be added here that the center of the Angora goat industry
is in the district of one of our friends on the Demoecratic side
of this House who comes from Texas—one of the members of
the Ways and Means Committee who participated in the prepa-
ration of this schedule. He apparently saw to it that the tariff
bill offered by his party did not get his goat.

I favor an income-tax law, and I regret exceedingly that I
am not at this time to have the opportunity of casting a vote on
such a law unencumbered with this pending omnibus tariff Lill,
Our friends the Democrats have very adroitly coupled the two
together.

Both because of and in spite of these views I hold on these
questions, as a Progressive and as one who believes with whole
heart in the principles laid down in the platform of that party
and who means earnestly to endeavor to live up to those prin-
ciples here and do whatever possible to earry them out, I must
oppose this omnibus bill, for whatever of good there may be in
it is completely outdone by the bad, as I am able to see and
understand it. [Loud applause.j

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gentleman
from Kansas [Mr. NEELEY].

Mr. NEELEY. Mr. Chairman, when I became a candidate
for Congress at the special election held in my district in
January, 1912, my platform contained 12 specific promises,
Two of these promises—the amendment to the Constitution
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of the United States providing for the election of United States
Senators by the direct vote of the people, and providing for the
adoption of a decent pension law—were enacted into law
during the last session of Congress, and I expect to have the
pleasure of seeing two more promises—one providing immediate
reduction of the tariff downward and the placing of trust-made
goods on the free list, and the other providing for an equitable
income tax, to equalize the burdens of government with those
who are best able to bear it—enacted into law during the
present session.

Mr. Chairman, I have never been a free trader. I am not a
free trader now and, as long as the present condition of
affairs continnes, have no intention of becoming a free trader.
I fully recognize that the tariff Is a loeal issue; that the
preparation of a tariff bill represents not the individual wishes
or desires of any Member of this House, but is a series of
compromises made between the different sections of the country
and intending to strike a happy medium according to the ideas
of the political party in power. Since the making of a tariff
bill thus invelves a series of compromises, it is impossible to
completely satisfy each Member of the House, but there I8 so
mueh of good in this bill and so little that is bad that it is
entitled to the hearty indorsement of every Member of this
body. 1 am exceedingly glad to know that the Democratic
Party, in the preparation of this bill, has adopted its old posi-
tion of a tariff for revenue tempered with such protection as
is made necessary by a changed competitive condition, and that
instead of an average tax of 90 per cént, as provided in the
Payne law, the burden on the consumers of this country will
be lowered to an average of a little less than 25 per cent.

Some of our friends, both Republican and Progressive, are
prone to Indulge their agricultural and laboring constituencies
with fulsome cant relative to the Payne-Aldrich Act, and, lest
they forget, I desire to go back and call their attention to the
items contained in the free list of this act and make a brief
comparison with the items contained in the free list of the
pending measure.

We begin at the head of the list with aconite; acorns, raw,
dried, or undried but unground; agate; albumen; amber; am-
bergris; ammonia; analine salts; apatite; arsenic; nsbestos—
and for the life of me I can not understand why a Republican
should desire to place asbestos on the free list unless it was
that he permitted his gaze to wander into the political future
when he would have need for that particular article, and why
our Progressive friends now defend that particular item and
insist thst it shall be retained, unless they, too, expect to have
use for the self-same thing. Asafetida; balm of Gilead; bees-
wax; bismuth; bladders; and dried blood:; Brazilian pebbles;
camphor; catgut; whipgut or wormgut, and so forth, ad infini-
tum ; chalk; civet; elay; cochinenl; coffee; coir; cotton; cuttle-
fish bone; dandelion roof; divi divi; and dragon's blood. And
on down through the list there is ergot; palmleaf fans, to go
with the asbestos; felt; fibrin; fishskins; and fossils—and why
on earth shonld the Republican Party insist that fossils come in
free when they have the splendid example of fossilized ideas in
the preparation of this bill? Gambier; glass enamel; glass
plates; grease; fat; guano; gutta-percha; hide rope; liones and
wkhetstones; ice; india rubber; iodine; ipecac; jalap; Jjet: joss
gticks; old junk; kindling wood; lanc; lava; leeches—plenty of
them after this bill was in operation; lime; litmus; loadstones;
manuscripts; meerschaum; oakum ; oil cakes; oleo stearin ; paper
stoek ; phosphates; plumbago; potash; pulu; quinia; radium;
and old rags—not new rags, my friends; not the things that go
to make clothing that living men, women, and children wear
to protect them from the elements, bat old rags, discarded and
useless, come in under the beneficent provisions of that bill
absolutely free of duty. Rennets, raw or prepared; salicin;
salep; sausages; sheep dip: silkworm eggs; skeletons; soda;
spunk; storax; tamarinds; tapioea; teeth; terra alba; tobaceco
stems—not the tobacco; they made the tariff on that from 35
cents to $2.50 per pound; but you were looking out for the best
interests of the poor man whom you gentlemen talk about so
touchingly, and so yom made it possible for him to take his
dear Jimmy pipe, go back into a corner of his home, fill it with
tobacco stems, and enjoy himself to his heart’s content. Tur-
pentine; turtles; vacecine virus; wax; whalebone; wafers; and
that closes the list. Made up almost entirely of druggists’ sun-
dries, there is only one item in general use that comes in free
under the terms of your bill. What a confession for the man
who defends it. No wonder tears come to the eyes of gentle-
men who support that bill, gentlemen who have talked so elo-
quently and plead so earnestly for the farmer, for the laboring
man, for the man who toils, and give as their sole reason for vot-

ing against this measure that it does not protect his interest;
that it fails to bring to him that measure of benefit that is his
by virtue of his being a eitizen of this country. Not only do you
tearfully plead now for your fattened industries, but * having
ears you have heard not.” And your next plea must be to your
constituencles whom you have thus betrayed. My prediction is
that your next lachrymal demonstration will compare with this,
as does n thunderstorm to an October mist.

This bill places agricultural implements, including plows,
harrows, headers, harvesters, reapers, agricultural drills and
planters, mowers, horserakes, cultivators, thrashing machines,
cotton gins, wagons, earts, and all other agricultural implements
of every kind and desecription, ineluding their repair parts, now
taxed 15 per cent ad valorem., to go on the free list; cash
registers, linotype and typesetting machines, sewing machines,
typewriters, shoe machinery, cream separators, tar and oil
spréading machines, psed in the construction and maintenance
of roads, including their repair parts, all of which are now
taxed at 30 per cent ad valorem, go on the free list; gloves,
made wholly or in chief value of leather, from horsehides. pig-
skins, and cattle hides, now taxed at from 75 ecents per dozen
to $4.75 per dozen, go on the free list; leatherboard or com-
pressed leather, leather cut into shoe uppers or vamps, or other
forms suitable for conversion into boots and shoes, boots and
shoes made wholly or in chief value of leather, leather shoe-
laces, finished or unfinished, barness, saddles, and saddlery, in
sets or parts, now taxed from 5 to 20 per cent ad valorem, go
on the free list; cut nails, cut spikes of iron or steel, horseshoe
nails, hobnails, and all other wrought-iron or steel nails, not
specially provided for, wire staples, wire nails made of wrought
iron or steel, spikes, horse, mule, or ox shoes, and tacks, brads,
or sprigs, all now taxed at four-tenths of 1 cent per pound,
go on the free list; barbed wire, galvanized wire not larger than
No. 6 or not smaller than No. 14, commonly used for fencing pur-
poses, galvanized wire fencing of the same size, together with
baling wire, all now taxed at from three-fourths of a cent per
pound to 1% cents per pound, together with an additional tax of
35 per cent ad valorem, go on the free list; hubs for wheels,
posts, head holts, stave bolts, last blocks, wagon blocks. and so
forth, sawed boards, planks. deals, and other lumber not further
manufactured than sawed. planed, and tongued and grooved,
and now taxed at from 50 cents per thousand feet for rongh
lumber to $2 per thousand for dressed lumber, go on the free
list; clapboards, now taxed at $1.25 per thousand, go on the
free list; laths, now taxed at 20 cenis per thousand, go on
the free list; pickets, palings, staves, and so forth, now taxed at
10 per cent ad valorem, go on the free list; and shingles, now
taxed at 50 cents a thousand, to come in free of duty.

I ecan understand why gentlemen now representing manufac-
turing interests that have fattened for years at the consumers’
expense would oppose this free list containing these items, but
I confess I am wholly unable to see how the man who represents
a farming or a laboring constituency, or a constitneney that is
progressive and believes in honest and fair competition, can voto
against this reduction that places the trusts manufacturing
these articles of daily necessity on the free list and make his
peace with his people by handing them the time-honored buncombe
of protecting home industries—industries that have long since
grown rich and powerful throogh their privileges at the paple's
expense. :

In 1902 the International Harvester Co. was organized undey
the laws of New Jersey by the consolidation of the following
concerns: The MeCormick Harvesting Machine Co., the largest
of these concerns with respect to assets and volume of business,
organized September 11, 1879, and having a factory at Chicago;
the Deering Harvester Co., second in importance, organized in
1899, with its faetory at Chicago; the Warder, Dushnell &
Glessner Co., manufacturer of the * Champion” line of harvest-
ing machinery, organized October 18, 1886, with its factory at
Springfield; the Plano Manufacturing Co., organized March 3,
1881, with its factory at Plano, near Chicago, but later moveil
to West Pullman, I1l.: the Milwaukee Harvester Co., organized
December 15, 1881, wiith its factory at Milwaukee.

This combination wns brought into existence by J. P. Morgan
& Co., and its appraised assets, amounting to $67.076.220, was
immediately inflated by its incorporators until its eapital stock
amounted to $192,000.000, and upon this sum the combination
thus formed began to base its profits, its prices, and to frame
its competition. It has gradually extended its operations until
at this time it controls some twentyv-cdd subsidiary companies,
and is complete master of the American market. The net e»rrn-
ings, dividends, ndditions to surplus, capital stock, together with
rate of net earnivgs on capital stock and surplus, and rate of
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dividends on eapital stock from the years 1903 to 1911, inclusive,
is shown by the following table:

Year. Neteamings. | Dividends | Additionsto
5,641,150.61 | §3,600,000.00 | . §2,041,180.61
e s e
7,479,157.35 500, 000. 79, 187.
7,346, 947,32 4,500, 000. 00 2,546, 047,32
8,080, 45751 | 4,200,000.00 8,880, 457. 51
§,885,082.13 | 4,200,000.00 4,685, 682, 13
14,802,740.21 | 4,200,000.00 |+ 10,692,740.21
1€,084,819.19 |  127,400,000.00 [  *11,315,150.81
15,521,307 59 8,200, 000. 00 7,821,
1 S £9,500,046.90 |  €5,200,000.00 | 23,390,946.90
AR LSl 9, 054, 540. 66 7,855,855.56 1. «ccvvnacnccnncren
> Rate of net m{m -
ital stock and | ESOR D | Rato of dividend
Year. L stock and sur- :
surplus. plus at beginming| O% capital stock.
of year.
"""""" SL70 (7T 3000
464 4.00
6.08 4.00
5.85 4.00
6.31 3.50
6.73 3.50
10.89 3.50
10.91 621,05
9.95 5.5
AVETBES. .. cirunversnns 132,310, 913.53 7.52 5.91

1 Includes stock dividend of $20,000,000 from surplus.

2 Decrease dua to stock dividend from surplus.

CTnciunies $20,000,000 CapTIal stock af+iend Fora smrptas

¢Rate based on cash dividend and also stock dividend of $20,000,000.

We people in the State of Kansas have had some experience
with this same concern. Our attorney general brought a suit
to oust them from the State because they were engaged in a
conspiracy in restraint of trade, constituted a combination in
violation of the Kansas law, and in the Eighty-first Kansas State
Report, on page 612, the court in considering that matter found
that the practical effect of the merger of these concerns that
I have named into the name of the International Harvester Co.,
of New Jersey, had been to regulate and control the retail and
wholesale prices of harvesting machines in the Stiute of Kansas
and to secure to the defendant, the International Harvester Co.,
approximately 85 par cent of the total business within the State.
The court further found:

Ho strong is this monopoly that the testimony In this ease discloses
that its power to regulate and control the price of machinery through-
out the civilized world ere such machinery is used has a strong, if
not controlling, foree in fhe fixing of prices and the regulation of trade
in such commodities, and that nnder the evidence a complete forfeiture
of the defendant’s charter and right to transact business within the
Btate of Kansas would be justified.

Proceeding further, the court says:

It i8 prohibited from using exclusive contracts with its agents and
dealers in this State, restraining or restricting them from handling or
selling goods or implements of the nature sold by the defendant in this
State other than those obtalned from the defendant. And it is re-
strained and probibited from making any unfair diserimination in the
sale of its goods :n this State against any section, community, or city,
or between persons, for the purpose of destroying competition.

I am amazed that Members of this House, despite this report

made by the Department of Commerce and Labor which I have |

quoted, and despite the finding of our court that this organiza-
tion constitutes a trust and monopoly in restraint of trade, re-
straining trade throughout every section of the United States,
should still insist upon gentlemen representing the State cast-
ing their votes against the users of agricultural machinery and

in favor of this concern. I hope no Kansas Representative will |
dare vote against the bill that tends to free his constituents

from the control of this merciless combine, and I am sure his
constitnents will rebuke him should he do so.

Mr. PLATT. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman
question?

Mr. NEELEY. I will

Mr. PLATT. Do I understand the gentleman to imply that
the International Harvester Co. or other manufacturers of agri-
cultural implements of that kind are objecting to having their
products on the free list? I have in my distriect two large

yield for a

manufaciurers of agricultural machinery in competition with |

the International Harvester Co. I have not heard a word from
them, but one of them told me a while ago that they did not
care.

Mr. NEELEY. I have heard their sponsors on this floor
protest in this House time and again and ask that these rates
be maintained, and that this tariff be maintained, in behalf of
the American manufacturer.

Mr. PLATT. Recently? Was it in these recent hearings?

Mr. NEELEY. I beg the gentleman’s pardon.

Mr. PLATT. Has the gentleman heard that statement made
recently by those manufacturers?

Mr. NEELEY. I heard the gentleman from West Virginia
[Mr, Moss] make an appeal of that kind. It has not been over
15 or 20 minutes ago. It is the same appeal that every special
interest makes, to stand by the home industry.

Mr. PLATT. The manufacturers of agricultural machinery
that I know do not care. They would just as =oon have their
products placed on the free list as not. They ship a large part
of their products abroad, anyway.

Mr. NEELEY. I hope, then, that the gentleman will not vote
against this bill.

Mr. LOBECK. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. NEELEY. Certainly.

Mr. LOBECK. And when they ship harvesters abroad they
sell to the Australian and Argentinian farmer for $30 what they
charge the Kansas or Nebraska farmer $135 for, and thus put
those wheat raisers abroad on a better basis and in a position
of greater advantage to meet the cost of production.

Mr., MANN. The gentleman should be fair, because he is
mistaken about that.

Mr. LOBECK. Well, T am not mistaken, because I have seen
it from letters, and have had some statements in which the
claim is made that that is true.

Mr. NEELEY. I think that is correet, and I think that is
not all of it.

Mr, KELLEY of Michigan. Mr. Chairman, will the gentle-
man permit an interruption right there?

Mr. NEELEY. I can not yield now. I understand that a
wagon that is sold in Kansas for $75 to $80 is shipped across
the ocean and sold in Germany, France, or Russia for $65:
that a mowing machine that retails for $45 with us is sent to
Europe, Asia, or Africa and sold for $35; and that other things
are exported and sold in proportion,

Mr. LOBECK. F. 0. b.?

Mr. NEELEY. Yes. I am sure my farmer friends will not
object to the placing on the free list of cut nails "and ecut
spikes of iron or steel, horseshoe nails, hobnails, and all other
wrought-iron or steel nails, wire staples, wire nails made of
wrought iron or steel, spikes, and horse, mule, or ox shoes,
and so forth. I hope my friend who attempts to justify a vote
against this bill will remember, too, that these items are con-
trolled by a trust almost as powerful as the Harvester Trust,
and that they will doubtless give this bill the same support the
Harvester Trust gives the plan to reduce the tariff on agricul-
tural implements,

And in that connection it might be proper to suggest that,
notwithstanding the ery to protect the Nail Trust, in 1910 the
total importation of cut nails and cut spikes into the United
States amounted to 37,196 pounds, of the total value of $877,
while the exports amounted to $407,904, and the amount eon-
sumed in the United States amounted to $1,811.000. v

Horseshoes and hobnails imported in the same year amounted
to 14,820 pounds, of the value of $2,162; the total consumption
being of the value of $2,200,162.

Of wire nails the import was 8.648 pounds, of the value of
$209, while the export was $1,705,026.

In 1910 we imported 642 pounds of horse and mule shoes of
the total value of §105. We consumed that year $8,219.000

| worth of these articles. We also imported 517 pounds of tacks,

brads, and sprigs of the value of $22, while the exports were
$613,004, and yet our Republican friends representing consumers
of agricultural implements, barbed and fencing wire, lumber,
laths, shingles, nails, and the other articles placed in this free
list have the temerity to flaunt in the face of their constituents
in this progressive year of 1913 an argument that means a vote
to maintain these monopolies. Each of these industries has not
ounly become great and powerful as monopolies at home, but
they have so extended themselves that they can go into the
home of the foreigner, compete with him on his own soil and
against his own labor and machinery. None of these countries
into which these trusts have gone and built up their splendid
trade have subsidized them by paying them any duty on their
imports, thus proving that during every minute of tim : they
have been competing with the foreigner on his own soil they
have been filching and robbing the consumer at home, and when
you gentlemen on that side return to your farmer constituents to
tell them the story of your vote against this bill I trust that you
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will then explain to them why it was you helped Andrew Car-
negie and his associates in the construction of libraries and
other philanthropie institutions in your districts. [Applause.]

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman has expired.

Mr. MANN. Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gentleman from
Ohio [Mr. FEess].

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Ohio is recognized.

Mr. FESS. Mr. Chairman, it is too late for us to discuss the
issue of changing from the protective system to a revenue sys-
tem in this House. Our Demoecratic majority in control of the
House have assumed that they have that commission and that
we have no authority to combat it; that the commission ecame
from the people, and that we must obey what the people have
said. ;

I take issue, and I =ay that the people did not in the election
decide against the protective system, because the majority vote
of over 1,000,000 in this election was upon platforms that pro-
nounced in favor of the protective system. And if that had
been an issue where the people could vote “ Yea " or “ Nay,” there
is not any doubt in my mind as to what would have been the
result of the election. :

Yet I am not going to contend here that the Democratic ma-
jority should not push this issue to the last limit; but I am
going to take the opportunity of saying that if this Democratic
measure goes into effect there certainly must be a reversal of
public opinion, and that ,will certainly come in a very short
time—just as soon as the people can register their will. My
judgment is that few things will be more sought after than a
chance to vote.

We are here discussing whether this country, that has con-
stantly profited under the protective system, shall now abandon
that system and go on a revenue basis, a basis under which
this Government never yet has prospered. Need I refer to na-
tional conditions preceding eras of tariff legislation in contrast
with those following such legislation? No thoughtful student
will deny that seasons of depression called for stimulation of
business which was furnished by the system of protection,
which in turn were followed by seasons of great business revival.
It was true in the MecKinley bill of 1850, the Dingley bill of
1897, and we are now, under the present bill, with a volume of
trade unequaled in history. The opposite effects are shown in
the experiment of revenue tariffs, such as the Wilson bill of
1804, L
If proof for these utterances are desired, consult the volume
of business transacted, ask the capitalist about the demand for
his goods, ask the laborer about the certainty of his empioy-
ment and the amount of his wages, ask the farmer to contrast
the price of his produce sold from the farm in the periods of
the protective system as compared to those of the revenue
gystem.

When our Democratic friends were looking for an issue to go
to the people in 1884 they saw a full Treasury, a surplus, under
a Republican administration, which they seized upon and
charged the party in power with the crime of being too pros-
perous. They declared that they would reduce the surplus if
they but had a chance. One of these strange freaks of human
conduct caused the people to reject the peerless leader of Maine
to accept his opponent, Grover Cleveland. Four years of ex-
perience were sufficient, when the same people rejected the
Cleveland message of 1887 and its author and commisgioned the
party of protection to reinstate the system under the McKinley
bill. Most of us remember the challenge of that rare leader
when in his place in this House he challenged the Democracy
upon item after item, in which he urged that the Nation be
given a chance to develop her resources on the basis of Ameri-
ean wages, and “ We will not only supply our own people but we
will soon help to supply the world.” I heard him declare we
could produce all the tin we needed if a duty, protective in char-
acter, were allowed. He even challenged the opposition by writ-
ing into law that if within a certain time under the law we did
not produce one-third of what we used the law was to be in-
valid. What followed? Tin mills were erected, millions of our
own capital were invested, thousands of our own laborers were
employed at good wages, tin was placed on the market, and in
time prices went down to the consumer below what they were be-
fore the duty had been levied; and now consult the Dewmocratic
handbook accompanying this Underwood bill for the amount of
tin we are exporting. And yet with the tariff on wages are still
up while prices of tin are down. This is the American system.

Misrepresentation as well as willful denunciation opened the
way for the application of the revenue system which bears the
nane of Wilson. T have heard upon this floor the declaration
that that law was the best tariff law ever placed upon the stat-
ute books of any nation. Again I would recommend that men

would consult the movem=ut of business, the loss of wages,

the destruction of capital, the paralysis of general industry,
and the foreclosure of farm mortgages, with no price for farm
products with which to pay expenses of living. This may be
the measure of good law by some men, but it is not a Repub-
lican measure.

If Republican theory of protection means anything, it means
to encourage American enterprise by inviting capital to remu-
nerative investment and the employment of labor at American
wages, on the theory that home competition will ultimately
reduce the price to the consumer below that which he was pay-
ing before the industry was established. After this the duties
can be lowered. This theory has been pursued by the Repub-
lican Party. The Morrill tariff was revised, and we got the
MeKinley law. Then came the Dingley law, and later came
the Payne law. In many items the latter law was ndt a satis-
factory downward revision. At the same time, the free list was
increased and duties much reduced. Under it abundant revenue
is afforded for the expense of the Government, business has
never been betfer, labor was never more steadily employed or
at better wages and under better conditions, and our exports
surpass anything known in the past. But the Demoecratic
Party undertook to prove the Nation was hopeless, business was
inequitable, the consumer was ground to earth, prices were out
of sight, of course, due to the tariff, and the country at large
was generally on the verge of ruin. Apropos to this we ex-
perienced an unfortunate division in our ranks, which split
our party in twain, in which not all the fault was on one side.
This permitted a party casting less by 1,300,000 votes than the
protective parties to ride into power. Here they are, in con-
trol of this floor. Here is their proposed law, designed to £o
to a foreign couniry to buy with American money goods made
by European labor, instend of investing that money here,
employing our labor here, and thus keeping both ecapital and
labor here.

The protective system looks to the employment of American
labor and not to the employment of European labor. The pro-
tective system looks to a wage that is a living wage and not to a
wage on the basis of Europe. When you produce a thing in this
country you employ American capital; yon invest American
capital in the employment of American labor, and if you pur-
chase the goods from our own manufacturers you keep the
money here instead of sending it to Europe, and that is the
whole situation. g

I have heard here time and again, from men for whose judg-
ment I have the greatest respect and for whose courtesy I have
equal regard, that we ought to go to Europe for the purchase of
our goods rather than stimulate their produection at home. 1
say, gentlemen, that whenever we can make two blades of grass
grow at home where one grew before, that is American; and
where we refuse to grow the two blades but choose Europe for
the second one, that is not American. The man who says, for
example, that the sugar industry is nog legitimate because it
needs the protecting, fostering care of this Government is un-
scientific and against {rue Americanism. For if this country
can produce the sugar we need by a little fostering in the be-
ginning, it is not only our duty but it is patriotic Americanism
to stimulate that industry in the investment of our own capital,
in the cultivation of our own fields, and in the employment of
our own labor. This will not only tend to do so, but will keep
American labor and capital both at home and make this Nation
industrious instead of looking to the industry of Europe built
upon a Kuropean scale of wages. [Applause on the Republican
side.] We can produce in this country every pound of sugar we
need. We are informed by experts like Dr. Wiley, whose judg-
ment my Democratic friends opposed to this principle will re-
spect, that America has sufficient acreage of sugar-raising lands,
if properly cultivated, fo produce every pound of sugar we
need in this eountry. A moderate estimate fixes this amount
at 278,000,000 acres, enough to produce double our needs. I
know of no better practical illustration for our purpose than
that furnished by sugar.

The German chemist extended his knowledge to the German
beet field and proved that the beet was not only a good sugar-
produeing plant, but a splendid soil fertilizer at the same time.
Our owir agricultural experts insisted and still maintain that
what Germany is doing we ¢an do. Farmers knew that they
could raise beets, but they could not dispose of them. It was
impessible to export them to the German beet-sngar plants, and
there was no Ameriean plant. No sugar plant costing over
$1,000,000 would be built until there was some assurance that
its product, made by American labor at American wages, would
not come into open competition with cheap European labor
costing one-third as muech,.

The Republican leaders, satisfied that we had the ability to
produce our own sugar, gave capital the protection necessary to
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pay American wages. When was it done? In 1904. What is
the result? More than 70 great sugar mills, many superior to
anything in Germany, costing nearly $100,000,000, employing
thousands of laborers on farm and in factory. What has this
industry done? It produces now 600,000 tous of sugar, which
sells to-day in our own markets for less price than before duty
was levied. What is our contention? It is better to produce
here than to go abroad. It is better to pay our producers than
European producers, It is better to employ our labor than that
of Europe.

Give our sugar producers assurance for a time and you will
increase the acreage of beets, enrich the soil by the root plant,
multiply the mills, inerease the demands for labor, and you
will promulgate a true Amerieanism. Now, my friends, I in-
gist that it is true Americanism to stimulate the industry of
sugar producing, and ultimafely we will produce all we need.
This is the protective policy and it is the American system.

The authors of this bill have dealt a deathblow to the sugar
industry, especially that of Louisiama. When questioned “ Why
this course?” the reply came that sugar was not a legitimate
industry. This position is based upon the theory that the same
land could be employed more profitably in some other com-
modity.

For the same reason a similar stroke is dealt the wool-
growing industry of the country. The United States does not
produce all the raw wool we need for our woolen mills. How-
ever, we do produce 65 per cent, and look to other lands for
the remaining 35 per cent. The contention of this bill on this
matter is, since we must purchase some wool abroad, it is wrong
to levy a duty to protect that produced at home. In other
words, the Democrats say it is better to seek the 35 per cent
produced by cheap labor in foreign wool-producing countries,
such as South America, South Afriea, Australin, and Russia,
than to stimulate home production by home capital and home
labor. So it goes on the free list. Ohio, my State, the third
woolgrowing State in the Union, with her 4,000,000 sheep pro-
dueing the finest grade of wool in the world, must surrender this
industry. This Nation, producing 828,000,000 pounds of wool,
65 per cent needed by our numerous mills, must surrender this
industry. This bill justifies this vandalism on the basis that
our people should cease the futile effort, as they style it, to
raise wool and seek it in the markets of Australasia, South
America, and South Africa. In other words, destroy one of the
most important industries of the farm to justify a theory of
tariff.

At a time when prices of meats are high and still increasing,
because of the shortage of cattle raising, when common sense
would urge the stimulation of sheep raising, not only for its
wool product but its mutton value, thus reducing the price of
meat by the increase of the supply, we have this freak bill to
further embarrass the meat situation, and it is offered as a
panacea for high cost of living. This is done in the face of facts
produced by the Tariff Board that the sheep countries of the
world outside of the United States will not greatly increase the
world's product. If this be true, and it is not refuted, how long
will it be after the destruction of the industry at home and
we are dependent upon the outside world until the foreign
monopoly will dictate prices to the American consumer? Why
would it not be better to care for the home production, the 65
per cent of our needs, under which system each farmer could
stock his farm with a growing flock which could live on forage
much of the year at comparatively small expense, which will not
only clean up the farm but would fertilize it to better production
of other products. Why would it not be better than to look to
the world for the 35 per cent by a policy that will ultimately
increase this foreign need by 100 per cent and reduce this great
Nation to a totally dependent one in the matter of wools, mutton,
and lamb?

I hold such a raid upon such an established industry is un-
patriotic and un-American. Here is an industry in which
600,000 producers and millions of consumers are directly inter-
ested, so Individnalized that no trust can be formed. It is
particularly an industry of the farm, and since it is grown on
land worth more than land is worth in South America, South
Africa, and other countries, it must be abandoned. This is
done in the interest of the consumer. What will be the con-
sumer’s chance when we must depend upon the foreign coun-
try for our needs? Who will confrol the price we shall pay?
In the case of wool we shall fare as we will in the case of sugar
when our prices are fixed by the importer, whose entire interest
is in the amount of his imports, of his sales, and the profit.
Wool ean not be produced profitably with a less duty than 18
cents on scoured wool. This duty will not materially affect the
price of clothing to the consumer, gince 6 to 9 pounds will
make the suit. A difference of $1 or $1.50 on a suit will be

absorbed by the middleman, and the consumer will not secure
the advantage. In order to save an imaginary sum the Demo-
cratic Party proceeds to destroy one of the country’s best in-
dustries. I repeat that any raid upon an important industry
such as the wool or sugar that will ultimately destroy it is not
patriotic in this nor in any other country, and the time will
inevitably come when the man who votes thus to destroy will
hear a voice that is louder and more determined than any heard
in this hall; and I am sure the time will not be long delayed
if this measure goes into effect.

One argument oft repeated on this floor is that the protec-
tive system depletes our resources, I take issue on this state-
ment. We ask protection for the woolgrower. One consid-
eration is the value of sheep raising to the soil of the country.
No farm was ever depleted by a flock of sheep, but invariably
benefited. :

For the same reason we ask for protection for the sugar
beet as a root-producing crop, which as such is a great fer-
tilizer of the soil as scienfifically demonstrated in the agricul-
tural laboratories and experiment stations of Germany and this
country. A similar argument by our opponents printed in their
handbook is to the effect that our system is designed to con-
tinue old, worn-out machinery that should be disearded and
which must be disearded if we were on a free-trade basis. This
statement was made by the distinguished floor leader of the
majority, the author of this bill.

Let us examine the facts. I take it if the machinery of pro-
duction is depieted and worn-out, production must either stand
still or decrease. It surely would not increase. Is this true?
Take my own State as an example. The last census compares
the figures of 1909 with 1904. We have 15,138 manufactories
in Ohio, in which are enganged 523,000 persons, representing a
zapitalization of $1.801,000,000. In 1909 this capital employed
446,054 wage earners, expending In wages $317.597.000. The
products amounted to $1,437,936.000, to produce which materials
costing $824,212 000 were utilized. The value added by manu-
facture was thus $613,734,000. When these figures are com-
pared with the year 1904, the census reports the following in-
creases: The increase in number of manufaecturing plants was
9.8 per cent. The increase of wage earners was 22.7 per cent.
The increase of products, which is the real test of the ma-
chinery, was 49.2 per cent. In the face of these figures, what
becomes of the contention of the Democratic policy of depleted
machinery? In this case, as in all others, facts and figures are
your greatest enemies, but mere denouncement or loud declama-
tion does not serve as a substitute for the census report. The
increase in the iron and steel industry from 1809 to 1909 was in
laborers 85.4 per cent and product 99.6 per cent. In the same
period the meat business showed an increase of 144.6 per cent.
In the five years from 1904 to 1909 the flour milling business
showed an increase of 16.5 per cent. In the same period the
¢lothing business, which represents $45.000,000, increased 38
per cent. The State shows similar growth in printing and pub-
lishing business; in automobiles, in which Ohio stands second ;
in the boot and shoe business the increase reached 22.6 per cent;
in the clay products, in which the State ranks first, the increase
from 1899 to 1909 was 85.2 per cent, being 18.1 per cent of the
total product in the United States. Ohio also stands first in
the manufacture of carriages, wagons, and so forth, this in-
dustry aloue reoresenting, in 1909, $21,949.000.

There is not a single industry of farm or factory, mine-.or
manufactory, in my great State that is not seriously crippled
by this proposed Underwood bill. What has this bill done for
the farmer? In the desire to decrease the price of his produce
in the belief that this price is the cause of high cost of living,
his crop must be placed on the free list. In other words what
he has to sell must come down in price, no matter what he
must pay for what he buys. Wool, with 11 cents protection,
must go on the free list—sugar receives like treatment. Corn,
now protected with 15 cents per bushel, goes on the free list.
Broom corn, now protected by $3 per ton, goes on the free list.
Buckwheat, with 15 cents protection, also goes on the free list.
Potatoes, now protected by 25 cents per bushel, go on the free .
list. Swine protected at $1.50 per head, also goes on free list.
Like treatment is accorded lard, meats, milk, cream, rags, rye,
seedg, and many other products.

What has not been robbed of all protection has been fatally
reduced. Horses, protected at $30 per hend, are to have $10
duty. Sheep, with a duty of $1.50 per head protection, reduced
to one-third or 10 per cent ad valorem. Oats. with 15 cenis
protection, is reduced to 10 cents. Wheat, with 25 cents duty,
is reduced to 10 cents, while flour, the finished product of
wheat, goes on the free list. Butter, with 6 cents protection, is
reduced to 3 cents. Beans, with protection of 45 cents per
bushel, are reduced to 25 cents. Hay, with $4 per ton protec-
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tion, reduced to $2 per ton. This is sufficient to show the
viciousness of this measure as applied to the preancers of
wealth of the country.

. The reasons offered for such reduction as announced by tne
brilliant floor leader of the majority, who has won the admira-
tion of both friend and foe by his winning personality, was that
first, proteetion is unconstitutional; secondly, it is the chief
cause of high cost of living; and thirdly, it is the mother of
trusts. If the protective system Iis unconstitutional surely
Hamilton, Madison, and Washington, all of whom were pro-
tectionists, and each of whom was a member of the conven-
tion that framed the Constitution, would have known it. I
place the judgment of the framers of that instrument against
the modern Democratic free trader.

If protection is the cause of high cost of living, how does it
appear that high prices are on the unprotected articles as the
protected, and that high prices rule in free-trade countries the
same as protected countries? If protection is the mother of
trusts, what explanation have we of the existence of trusts in
articles not protected, such as oil, salt, ete.? Or why do trusts
thrive in free-trade England? The facts are that great combina-
tions are the result of modern business methods for the sake of
saving expense of operations. Where combination is possible,
competition is impossible, This is not a subject of the tariff,
but a subject of regulation and control.

High prices should be interpreted the “cost of high living™
rather than the * high cost of living.” It is due to many causes.
First, the well-to-do situation of the average man has placed
him in a position to gratify increased demands. He is becom-
ing more extravagant. He wants more and his standards of
living are gradually increasing. Secondly, the drift of popula-
tion from country to city disturbs the balance between produe-
tion and consumption. It increases the demand for consumption
more rapidly than the supply of production., This also causes
prices of products to go up. Thirdly, the multiplication and
improvement of facilities for communication, making the world
but one neighborhood, has a like tendency upward in prices.
Fourthly, the increase in number of the middle men between
the original producers and the ultimate consumer compels an
upward trend of price to the consumer, though it might not
change it for the producer. The farmer who gellg his fat cattle
at a price that steak could sell at 15 cents will see the steer go
through a half dozen different hands, each of which must have
a margin, so that when it reacheés the hotel table it will com-
mand more than three times the original price. Fifthly, another
cause of high price is the great bulk of money in circulation in
our country. These causes are conditions of Industry and not
results of tarifl duties.

This legislation is a playing of the town and city against the
country. It goes upon the basis that it is in the interest of the
consumer at the expense of the producer. The Democratic
leaders say the consumer must always be considered before the
producer. This is the sheerest demagogy. Who is the con-
sumer, and who is the producer? How can you separate them
in their interests? How can you benefit the consumer unless
you also benefit the producer?

Wise legislation will look to the production in order that con-
sumption is possible. The vast proportion of the consuming
element is made up of men and women who have nothing with
which to buy production except the wage they earn. Legisla-
tion that does not look to the supply of this wage is un-
American. The chief thing in the mind of the consumer is not
the price for which the producer sells his articles of necessity
but whether he has the money with which to pay the price.
The legislation that does not provide wages is bitter enmity to
the consumer, no matter how loud its devotees profess that they
are looking to the consumer and not to the producer.

If protection stands for anything, it is for the welfare of the
consumer. It looks to building up industry here. It invests all
our capital at home, It employs all our labor at home at
wages on an average of donble those paid in other countries.

Put this proposed tariff legislation into effect, remove the
protection from the producer, seek the supply of your needs in
forelgn markets, then note the effect of your law upon the con-
smmer, for whom you are now agonizing., Every dollar's worth
of goods you purchase from abroad that could be produced at
home you take from the labor at home and give to the labor
abroad. Every dollar you send abroad for goods you could have
purchased at home you reduce the business at home for the sake
of ihe business abroad.

Put this proposed law into force by which you remove the
protection of our farms, our manufactories, and industry in
geueral, and one of two things must follow: Either the busi-
ness must be sericusly crippled. if not ruined, in all the various
operatious, or else labor here must be reduced to the basis of

the labor in the countries with which you propose to compete,
In either case, what becomes of the consumer? Oh, yes; we
have heard it said that wages will not be lowered, that business
will not be hurt; that when we remove the tariff we will invade
the markets of Europe, which will increase the demand for our
goods, and thus prices of both goods and labor will increase.
This is placed on the basis that prices are ruled by the prin-
ciple of the law of diminishing returns. That threadbare ar-
gument used by the author of this bill sounds very sophomorie,
as it has the odor of the classroom of the college professor.
The price of a thing is not determined by the cost of it. The
price at which a thing sells does not measure the desire for it.
The price of an article is always determined by the ability of
the consumer to pay for it. I make an article, it costs me so
much. My friend from Kansas [Mr. Murpock] makes the same
article. It costs him less. Both®articles are sold in the mar-
ket. What I get does not depend upon the cost to me. It
depends entirely upon the ability of the consumer to pay. If
he can not pay, I can not sell, no matter how much or how little
the thing costs. And I say here and now the man who con-
stantly talks of the consnmer, losing sight of the consumer’s
power to buy, which is his employment, determined wholly by
the ability of the producer to pay wages with which consnmp-
tion is made possible, that man is wrong. One will say, oh, it
is a matter of production; the other will say, no, it is a matter
of consumption. I do not care about the juggling of words.
If we are out in a boat and it capsizes, we will not dispute
whether we went down or the water came up. The effect is
just the same. The sensible thing in legislation is to see that
the producer can make it possible for the existence of a con-
sumer. That is what the protective policy is pledged to do.
Ob, but, you say, we want to open the markets of the world to
our goods, as if the world's markets are not open now.

Has there ever been a period in the history of any country
like ours at present? Where is the capital that can not find
investment? Where is the laborer who can not find employ-
ment? Where is the man whose station is not better to-day, so
far as common weal is concerned, than at any period past?
If you have anything to sell, you ean find a market. If yon
wish to buy, you have the money, or if you do not have it you
do have the opportunity to work for it. The volume of trade,
both domestic and foreign, is stupendous, unlike any other
period.  Consult statistics. Our foreign commerce is four and
a quarter billion of dollars and our domestic trade is the
wonder of the world. Our exports for nine months ending the

month of September were as follows: 1

i L1 e e $1, 141, 030, 311
1910 _ : : 1, 193, 333, 862
1911 __ 1, 428, 710, 426

For the seven months ending January the exports were as
follows: 1911, $1,239,615,111—more than nine months in 1909;
1012, $1.280,855,419—more than nine months in 1910; 1913,
$1,506,461,628—more than nine months in 1911.

This marvelous export trade is under the protective system,
which our friends, the Democrats, say closes the foreign markets
to our goods. I am not averse to opening up the markets to
the sale of our goods. That has been done, as the figures show.
But I am averse to opening up the markets for the purchase of
foreign goods which we can produce at home.

The plea of the doctrinaire that we should proceed on the
broad plane of cosmopolitan philanthropy which includes in
our scope the whole world has no hold upon me if it means
detriment at home. Free trade means equality of conditions.
Europe does not give her labor the same chance we give ours.
I am ready to open the gates when Europe lifts her labor to our
plane, but I will not vote to lower our labor to her plane. That
is the entire contention in this proposed legislation.

In conclusion, I am opposed to this proposed bill because it
seriously cripples the agricultural interests. It strikes a death
blow at two most valuable products—wool and sugar. It under-
takes to benefit the resident of the city at the expense of the
farmer. It proposes duties that will seriously cripple every
woolen and cotton manufactory in the country. Its policy to-
ward the boot and shoe trade, toward the earthenware industry
as well as the glass industry is most hurtful. Not a schedule
is touched that is not in danger of serious crippling. The first
party to feel the hurt will be the laborer. While all will admit
that duties when unnecessarily high should be reduced, which
has been the history of the Republican Party, I believe the
majority of the people will reject this revenue tariff mensure,
which is professedly an abandonment of our protective system,

If this measure becomes a law—and I am frank to say I ex-
pect the Democrats to pass it—we will see whether history will
repeat itself. It is only 16 years from a former Wilson bill,
which most of us still remember.
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Mr. UNDERWOOD, Mr. Chairman, I move that the com-
mittee do now rige.

The motion was agreed to. -

Accordingly the committee rose; and Mr. ApaumsoN, having
taken the chair as Speaker pro tempore, Mr. Gaggerr of Tennes-

gee, Chairman of the Committee on the Whole House on the

state of the Union, reported that that committee had had under
consideration the bill H. R. 8321—the tariff bill—and had come
to no resolution thereon.
j CARL L. COOPER.

Mr. MURDOCK. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent for
the present consideration of the following resolution, which I
send to the desk and ask to have read:

g House resolution T9.

Resolved, That until otherwise ordered, Carl I. Cooper be authorized
to act as special employee of the House of Representatives and receive
compensation at the rate of $1,800 per annum, to be paid out of the
contingent fund of the House, until otherwise provided for.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection?

There was no objection.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The guestion is on the resolu-
tion.

Mr. MANN. Mr. Speaker, I understand this is the employee
that it was understood by the House should be given to the
leader of the Progressive Party on the floor?

Mr. MURDOCK. Yes.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Tt is the recognition of the gentleman's
party in his portion of the employees of the House.

Mr. MURDOCK. Yes.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The question is on agreeing to
the resolution.

The resolution was agreed fo.

On motion of Mr. MurDoCcK, a motion to reconsider the vote
by which the resolution was agreed to was laid on the table.
ENROLLED JOINT RESOLUTION PRESENTED TO THE PRESIDENT FOR HIS

APPROVAL,

Mr. ASHBROOK, from the Committee on Enrolled Bills, re-
ported that this day they had presented to the President of the
United States, for his approval, the following joint resolution:

H. J. Res. 62. Joint resolution making an appropriation for de-
fraying the expenses of the committees of the Senate and House
of Representatives authorized to attend and represent the Sen-
ate and House at the unvelling and dedication of the memorial
to Thomas Jefferson at St. Louis, Mo.

ADJOURNMENT.

Then, on motion of Mr. UNnperwoob (at 9 o'clock and 12 min-
utes p. m.), the House adjourned until to-morrow, Saturday,
April 26, 1913, at 11 o'clock a. m.

CHANGE OI' REFERENCE.

Under clause 2 of Rule XXII, committees were discharged
from the consideration of the following bills, which were re-
ferred as follows:

A bill (H. R 3466) granting a pension to BEugene H. Cham-
berlain; Committee on Invalid Pensions discharged, and referred
to the Committee on Pensions.

A bill (H. R. 4024) to correct the military record of Charles
J. Lanning; Committee on Invalid Pensions discharged, and
referred to the Committee on Military Affairs.

PUBLIC BILLS, RESOLUTIONS, AND MEMORIALS,

Under clause 3 of Rule XXII, bills, resolutions, and memorials
were introduced and severally referred as follows:

By Mr. CULLOP: A bill (H. I&. 4289) for the erection of a
public building at Linton, Ind.; to the Committee on Public
Buildings and Grounds.

By Mr, BOOHER: A bill (H. R. 4200) to provide an allow-
ance for loss of distilled spirits deposited in internal-revenue
warehouses; to the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. GOOD: A bill (H. R. 4291) providing for the erection
of a public building at Marion, Iowa; to the Committee on
Public Buildings and Grounds.

By Mr. HOUSTON: A bill (H. R. 4292) providing for the
registry of officers, clerks, and employees in the Federal service,
and for other purposes; to the Committee on the Census,

By Mr. ROBERTS of Nevada: A bill (H. R. 4293) to estab-
lish a botaniecal laboratory at Reno, Nev.; to the Committee on
Agriculture.

By Mr. GARDNER: A bill (H. R. 4294) providing for the
erection of memorials to Thomas Jefferson and Alexander Ham-
iljou in the District of Columbia; to the Committee on the

brary.

L2

By Mr. JONES: A bill (H. R. 4205) to establish the Fred-
ericksburg and Adjacent National Battle Fields Memorial 'ark
in the State of Virginia; to the Commitiee on Military Affairs,

By Mr. DYER: A bill (H. R. 4206) providing for the creation
of a commission to be known as the Mississippi spillway belt
commission, defining its power and duties, and making an ap-
propriation for its expenses; to the Commitiee on Rivers and
Harbors.

By Mr. MONDELL: A bill (H. R. 4207) authorizing addi-
tional desert-land entries; to the Committee on the Public Lands.

By Mr. BLACKMON: A bill (H. R. 4208) granting an in-
crease of pension to widows of all soldiers of the Mexican War;
to the Committee on Pensions.

Also, a bill (IL R. 4299) to require all common carriers en-
gaged in interstate and foreign commerce to collect, accept,
receive, transmit, and deliver all express packages not exceed-
ing in weight 50 pounds; to the Commiitee on Interstate and
Foreign Commerce.

By Mr. BYRNES of South Carolina: A bill (H. R. 4300) to
prohibit interference with commerce among States and Terri-
tories and with foreign nations, and to remove obstructions
thereto, and to prohibit the transmission of certain messages
by telegraph, telephone, cable, or other means of communication
between States and Territories and foreign nations; to the
Commitiee on Agriculture. :

Also, a bill (H, R. 4301) to amend section 57, subsection n, of
the act to establish a uniform system of bankruptey throughout
the United States, approved July 1, 1808; to the Committee on
the Judiciary.

Also, a bill (H. R. 4302) to revive the right of action under
the act of March 12, 1863 (12 Stat., 820) ; to the Committee on
War Claims.

By Mr. RAKER : A bill (H. R. 4319) granting to the eity and
county of San Francisco certain rights of way in, over, and
through certain public lands, the Yosemite National Park and
Stanislaus National Forest, and certain lands in the Yosemite
National Park, the Stanislaus National Forest, and the public
lands in the State of California, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on the Public Lands.

By Mr. DALE: Resolution (H. Res. 76) to appoint John O.
Snyder a special messenger to serve in and about the House;
to the Committee on Accounts.

By Mr. CARY: Resolution (H. IRles. T7) directing the Com-
missioners of the Distriet of Columbia to report on holding cor-
porations in the Distriet of Columbia; to the Committee on the
District of Columbia.

Also, resolution (H. Res. T8) authorizing and directing the
Committee on Intersiate and Foreign Commerce to investigate
the conditions of transportation to Mount Vernon, Va.; to the
Committee on Interstate and Fereign Commerce.

By Mr. BLACKMON : Joint resolution (H. J. Res. 76) author-
izing and directing the Secretary of War to accept the title to
4,000 acres of land at or near Anniston, Ala., for the purpose
of establishing maneuver camps, rifle and artillery ranges, etc.;
to the Commitfee on Military Affairs.

By Mr. CURLEY : Joint resolution (H. J. Res. 77) propos-
ing an amendment to the Constitution of the United States; to
the Committee on the Judiciary.

Also, memorial of the Legislature of Massachusetts, relative
to the sale of certain land by the United States to the city of
Chelsea, Mass. ; to the Committee on Naval Affairs.

Also, memorial of the Legislature of Massachusetts, reia-
tive to the price of coal; to the Committee on Interstate and
Foreign Commerce.

Also, memorial of the Legislature of Massachusetts, relative
to the sale of small fruits; to the Committee on Coinage,
Weights, and Measures.

By Mr. KAHN: Memorial of the Legislature of the State of
California, relating to the preservation of the natural condi-
tions of Lake Tahoe and of establishing by judicial decree the
conflicting claims to the use of the waters thereof; to the
Committee on Irrigation of Arid Lands.

Also, memorial of the Legislature of the State of California,
relative to making investigations and experiments as to nature
and cure of tuberculosis; to the Committee on Appropriations.

Also, memorial of the Legislature of the State of California,
protesting against the proposed reduction in the duty on sugar;
to the Committee on Ways and Means.

Also, memorial of the Legislature of the State of California,
protesting against the proposed reduction in the duty on citrus
fruits; to the Committee on Ways and Means.

Also, memorial of the Legislature of the State of California,
relative to action by Congress in directing an investigation
through the Department of Agriculture. of measures for the
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protection of fruit from frost damage; to the Committee on
Agriculture.

Also, memorlal of Legislature of the State of California, rela-
tive to the continuation by the United States of surveys for the
construction of storage reservoirs for the impounding of flood
waters in the Sierra Nevada Mountains in the State of Cali-
fornia, and asking that an appropriation be made for forwarding
the work as speedily as possible; to the Committee on Irrigation
of Arid Lands.

By Mr. HAYDEN: Memorial of the Legislature of the State
of Arizona, in favor of the acquisition of Monticello by the
United States; to the Committee on the Library.

Also, memorial of the Legislature of the State of Arizona,
requesting that certain abandoned military reservations be set
aside to be used as sanatoria for sufferers from tuberculosis;
to the Committee on the Public Lands.

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS.

Under clause 1 of Rule XXII, private bills and resolutions
were introduced and severally referred as follows:

By Mr. BOOHER: A bill (H. R. 4304) granting an increase
of pension to Herbert Thayer; to the Committee on Pensions.

By Mr. BYRNES of South Carolina: A bill (H. It. 4305)
granting a pension to Dora Dee Walker; to the Commitfee on
Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 4306) granting a pension to Ernest Holmes;
to the Committee on Pensions.

Also, a bill (II. R. 4307) granting an increase of pension to
Lucretia Grice; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. CARY: A bill (H. R. 4308) granting a pension to
Jane F. Taylor; to the Committee on Pensions. 4

By Mr. FORDNEY : A bill (H. R. 4309) to remove the charge
“of desertion from the record of J. Lucius Bell; to the Committee
on Military Affairs.

By Mr. GOLDFOGLE: A bill (H. R. 4310) concerning certain
moneys collected from Bernard Citroen as customs duties and
declared by the United States Supreme Court to have been ille-
gally exacted; to the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. HAMILTON of Michigan: A bill (H. R. 4311) to au-
thorize the President to appoint Brig. Gen, Frank D. Baldwin
to the grade of major general in the United States Army and
place him on the retired list; to the Committee on Military
Affairs.

By Mr. HAY: A bill (H. R. 4312) granting a pension to Ger-
irude V. Ross; to the Committee on Pensions.

By Mr. HULL: A bill (H. R. 4313) for the relief of Josie
Myer Reynolds; to the Committee on Claims.

By Mr. JONES: A bill (H. R. 4314) for the relief of the
trustees of the Zion Methodist Church, of York County, Va,; to
the Committee on War Claims.

By Mr. LEE of Pennsylvania: A bill (H. R. 4315) for the re-
lief of Charles Ii. Boltz; to the Committee on Claims.

By Mr. O'SHAUNESSY : A bill (H. R. 4316) granting an in-
crease of pension to George W. Hale; to the Committee on In-
valid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 4317) granting an increase of pension to
Henry M. Chase; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. YOUNG of North Dakota: A bill (H. R. 4318) to au-
thorize the Secretary of the Interior to gause patent to issue to
Erik J. Aanrud upon his homestead entry for the southeast
quarter of the northeast quarter of section 15, township 159
north, range 73 west, in the Devils Lake land district, N. Dak.;
to the Committee on the Public Lands.

By Mr. HAYDEN: A bill (H. R. 4320) granting a pension to
Charles Wedeke; to the Committee on Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 4321) for the relief of Warren E. Day; to
the Committee on Indian Affairs.

PETITIONS, ETC.

Under clause 1 of Rule XXII, petitions and papers were laid
on the Clerk's desk and referred as follows:

By the SPEAKER (by request) : Memorial of the City Council
of Norfolk, Va., relative to the acquisition and operation by the
United States Government of the telegraph and telephone utili-
ties; to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

Also (by request), memorial of the City Council of Kansas
City, Mo., favoring a Federal telegraph and telephone system; to
the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

Also (by request), memorial of the Daughters of the Ameri-
can Revolution of the State of Colorado, against the transfer of
any part of the public domain of the United States, ete., to the
individual States; to the Committee on the Public Lands.

Also (by request), petition of the Guidon Club, New York,
protesting azainst any action by Congress to amend the Consti-
tution granting suffrage to- women; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr. ANSBERRY : Petition of Amos R. Dewees, of Bryan;
B. A. Welch, of Van Wert; Clyde Smith, of Leipsic; and sun-
dry citizens of I'aulding, Ohio, favoring exempting from income
tax mutual life insurance companies; to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

By Mr. ASHBROOK : Petition of Adam Deibel and Robert A.
Youngen, New Philadelphia, Ohio, and T. J. Halen, Canal Dover,
Ohio, protesting against an Income tax on mutual life insurance
companies; to the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. CARY: Petition of C, H. Kripendorf, sr.,, of Cincin-
nati. Ohio, against placing shoes on the free list; to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means.

Also, petition of the Wilmanns Bros. Co., of Milwaukee, Wis.,
against proposed amendments and changes to Schedule M, para-
graph 412, tariff act of 1909, relative to lithography ; to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means.

Also, petition of Cigar Makers’ International Union of
America, agalnst unlimited free trade with the Philippine Is-
lands; to the Committee on Ways and Means.

Also, petition of the Flavoring Extract Manufacturers’ Asso-
clation of Milwaukee, Wis, favoring keeping vanilla beans and
oil of lemon on the free list; to the Committee on Ways and
Means,

Also, petition of Walter Travers Daniel, of New York, and the
North Western Mutual Life Insurance Co., of Milwaukee, Wis.,
favoring exemption from income tax in tariff bill of mutual life
insurance companies; to the Committee on Ways and Means.

Also, petition of the Blodgett Milling Co., of Janesville, Wis,,
against tariff upon rye, buckwheat, and the products thereof; to
the Committee on Ways and Means.

Also, petition of Herman Reel & Co., against the proposed
duty upon raw furs; to the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. CURLEY : Petition of E. May Caldwell and others,
favoring legislation for the suppression of the white-slave
trafic; to the Committee on Ways and Means.

Also, petition of the Massachusetts Peace Society, favoring
the repeal of the toll-exemption clause in the Panama Canal
act; to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

By Mr. DALE: Petition of sundry citizens of New York,
favoring an amendment to the income-tax section of the tariff
bill exempting from tax mutual life insurance companies; to
the Committee on Ways and Means.

Also, petition of Cigar Makers' International Union of Amer-
jea, against unlimited free trade with the Philippine Islands;
to the Committee on Ways and Means.

Also, petition of the C. J. Tagliabon Manufacturing Co., of
Brookliyn, N. Y., against the reduction of duty on sugar; to the
Committee on Ways and Means.

Also, memorial of the Passaic Board of Trade of the State of
New Jersey, with briefs submitted by sundry Passaic manufac-
turers, against the reduction of tariff affecting the woolen,
cotton, handkerchief, chemieal, metal, and paper industries; to
the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. DYER: Memorial of the St. Louis Association of
Credit Men, favoring prompt legisiative action on banking and
currency reform; to the Committee on Banking and Currency.

By Mr. GOLDFOGLE: Petition of sundry citizens of New
York, favoring exemption of mutual life insurance companies
from income tax as proposed in tariff bill; to the Committee
on Ways and Means.

Also, petition of Isaac Prouty & Co., of Spencer, Mass,, against
placing shoes on the free list; to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

Also, petition of the Atlantis Daily Greek Newspaper, against
the duty on currants; to the Committee on Ways and Means.

Also, petition of the Richmond Chamber of Commerce, of
Richmond, Va., favoring a law for the reform of banking and
currency ; to the Committee on Banking and Currency.

Also, petition of Alex. D. Shaw & Co., of New York, N. Y.,
favoring a reduction of the duty on wines, whiskies, etc.; to the
Committee on Ways and Means.

Also, petition of the Star Expansion Bolt Co., of New York
City, and D. Saunders’ Sons (Inc.), of Yonkers, N. Y., against a
reduction of the duty on sugar; to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

Also, petition of the Salts Textile Manufacturing Co. and the
Angora Goat Raisers and Goat Breeders' Association, of Kimble
County, Tex., against the 30 per cent duty on raw mohair; to
the Committee on Ways and Means.
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Also, petition of the Banner Milling Co. and the Thornton &
Chester Milling Co., of Buffalo, N. Y., against placing flour on
the free list; to the Committee on Ways and Means.

Also, petition of Snyder & Wheeler, of New York, N. Y,
against the duty on vegetable ivory; to the Committee on Ways
and Means,

By Mr. GRIEST: Petition of Cigar Makers’ International
Unlon of America, against unlimited free trade in Philippine
cigars and tobacco; to the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. HAYDEN: Petition of Tempe (Ariz.) Woman's
Christian Temperance Union, in favor of legislation for the clos-
ing of the Panama-Pacific Exposition on Sundays; to the Com-
mittee on Industrial Arts and Expositions.

By Mr. HILL: Papers to accompany bill for the relief of
Josie Myer Reynolds, of Smith County, Tenn.; to the Committee
on Claims,

By Mr. HOWELL: Memorial of the Rocky Mountain Ore
Producers’ Association, against the proposed reduction of the
duty on lead; to the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. KAHN: Petition of the San Francisco Chamber of
Commerce, San Franciseo, Cal., protesting against the proposed
duty on wheat, oats, and barley; to the Committee on Ways
and Means.

By Mr. LEVY: Petition of the Cigar Makers' International
Union of America, Chicago, Ill., protesting against the importa-
tion of Philippine tobacco and cigars free of duty; to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means.

Also, petition of the New York Credit Men's Association, New
York, N. Y., favoring the passage of legislation making an im-
mediate reform in the present banking system of the United
States; to the Committee on Banking and Currency.

Also, petition of North Carolina monazite miners and other
citizens of Shelby, N. C., favoring an increase in the duty on
monazite; to the Committee on Ways and Means.

Also, petition of J. H. Lane & Co., New York, protesting
against any change in the present tariff on cotton yarns; to the
Committee on Ways and Means.

Also, petition of N. L. Carpenter & Co. and sundry citizens
of New York, N. Y., protesting against an income tax being
placed on mutual life insurance companies; to the Committee
on Ways and Means.

By Mr. O'SHAUNESSY : Petition of sundry Greek-American
citizens of Providence, R. I., against the duty on currants; to
the Committee on Ways and Means.

Also, petition of the Executive Board of Trade of the Rhode
Island State Federation of Women's Clubs, against the measure
to place the control of forest reservations in the hands of the
individual States; to the Committee on the Public Lands.

Also, memorial of the Rhode Island State Branch, Cigar
Makers' Union, No. 94, against free trade with the Philippine
Islands; to the Committee on Ways and Means.

Also, petition of the Amalgamated Lace Operatives of Amer-
icn, Branch No. 16, West Barrington, R. I., against the reduction
of the tariff on laces and lace curtains; to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

Also, petition of the Rhode Island Association Opposed to
Women Suffrage, Peace Dale, R. I., protesting against the pas-
sage of legislation granting suffrage to women ; to the Committee
on the Judieiary.

Also, petitions of John R. Dennis and David A. Craig, Provi-
dence, R. 1.; William Wheelock, Greystone, R. I.; and Lawton
& Co.,, Pawtucket, R. I, protesting against any radical change
iLJ: the present tariff on wool; to the Committee on Ways and

Teqns,

Also, petitions of James Dillingham; Maurice H. Stearns;
W. 8. Redfield, general agent of the New England Mutual Life
Insurance Co.; George M, Parks, of the Massachusetts Mutual
Life Insurance Co., of Providence, R. I ; Robert Brindle, super-
intendent of the John Hancock Mutnal Life Inmsurance Co.,
Woonsocket, R. I.; Alfred Green, superintendent of the John
Hancock Mutual Life Insurance Co., Pawtucket, R. I.; and
John W. Manley, Providence, R. I., protesting against the
income tax on mutual life insurance companies; to the Commit-
tee on Ways and Means.

Also, petitions of the Embusso Club, John Hutchens Cady, the
Rhode Island State Federation of Women's Clubs, the Bach-
elor Girls' Club, the Read, Mark, and Learn Club, the Audubon
Society of Rhode Island, the Thimble Club, the Rush-Light
Club, the Rhode Island Field Naturalist Club, and H. L. Madi-
son, all of Providence, R. I.; Forest P. Beck, Oliphant Club,
W. M. C. Little, John P. Swan, and others, Newport, R. L, favor-
ing the passage of legislation prohibiting the importation of
feathers and plumes of wild birds for commercial use; to the
Committee on Ways and Means,

DBy Mr. ROBERTS of Nevada: Petition of sundry business
men of Goleonda, Virginia City, and 7 other towns of Nevada,
favoring the passage of legislation to compel concerns selling
goods direct by malil to the consumer to contribute their portion
of the funds for the development of the community, county, and
State; to the Committee on Ways and Means.

Also, petition of the San Francisco Labor Courncil, San Fran-
eisco, Cal., protesting against the passage of legisiation reducing
the wages of the customs guards at the port of San Francisco;
to the Committee on Ways and Means.

Also, petition of the Elko County Cattle Asscciation, Elko
County, Nev., protesting against the placing of wool and meat
on the free list; to the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. WALLIN : Petition of sundry citizens of the thirtieth
distriet of New York, favoring an amendment to the income-
tax provisions, especially with reference to life insurance com-
panies, in the proposed tariff bill; to the Committee on Ways
and Means.

Also, petitions of Rev. John C. Breaker and sundry citizens of
Worcester, East Douglas, Grafton, and North Uxbridge, Mass,,
favoring the repeal of the clause in the Panama Canal act ex-
empting American coastwise shipping from the payment of tolls
or the arbitration of the question with the British Govern-
ment; to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

By Mr. WILDER (by request) : Petitions of W. H. Whiting
and sundry citizens of Barre, Charlton, Leicester, New Salem,
Petersham, Princeton, and Spencer, Mass. ; members of the Sec-
ond Baptist Church of Palmer; and W. R. Kimbell and sundry
citizens of Lanecaster, Mass,, favoring the repeal of the clause
in the Panama Canal act exempting American ccastwise ship-
ping from the payment of tolls, efc.; to the Committee on Inter-
state and Forelgn Commerce. .

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES.
Sarurvay, April 26, 1913.

The House met at 11 o'clock a. m.

The Chaplain, Rev. Henry N. Couden, D. D., offered the fol-
lowing prayer:

Father Almighty, humbly and reverently do we bow in Thy
sacred presence, realizing how utterly dependent we are upon
Thee for life and all its attendant blessings. Thou hast antiei-
pated all our needs, our longings, hopes, and aspirations; yet
how often in the stress of life, its eares, and temptations do we
forget the mind that concelves, the heart that loves, the hand
that would guide us to better thoughts, noblerliving. Strengthen
our minds, purify our hearts, and make us willing to be led in
Thy ways, after the manner of the world's great Exemplar.
Amen.

The Journal of the proceedings of yesterday was read and
approved,

SWEARING IN OF A MEMBER.

The SPEAKER. The Chair has the credentials of Hon. Joux
J. MircHELL, of Massachusetts, properly certified to by the gov-
ernor of the State and the secretary of the Commonwealth, and
Mr. MrroueLL will come forward and be sworn. If there are any
other gentlemen who have not been sworn they will please come
forward.

Mr. Joux J. MitcHELL appeared at the bar of the Hounse and
took the oath of office. [Applause.]

ASSAULT ON BEPRESEXTATIVE BIMS.

Mr. DAVIS of West Virginia. Mr. Speaker, on behalf of the
special committee appointed under resolution 59, I desire to
present a privileged report and to give notice that it will be
called up as a matter of privilege immediately upon the con-
clusion of the tariff bill. I also desire, Mr. Speaker, to ask
unanimous consent that the report may be printed in the Recorp.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from West Virginia, chair-
man of the special committee, sends up to the Clerk's desk a
report and asks that it be printed in the CoNGRESSIONAL RECORD.

Mr. DAVIS of West Virginia. Excluding the testimony, Mr.’
Speaker. :

The SPEAKER. Excluding the testimony, and the gentle-
man gives notice that he will call it up immediately after the
disposition of the tariff bill by the House.

Mr. MANN. May I ask the gentleman, does the testimony
accompany the report?

Mr. DAVIS of West Virginia. The testimony accompanies
the report, but it is not desired to print that in the Recorp.

Mr. MANN. And that will be printed as a part of the House
report?
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